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GLOSSARY OF TERMS

RATIONALE: DEFINITIONS OF KEY
TERMS USED THROUGHOUT THE
APPLICATION.
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GLOSSARY OF ACRONYMS AND TERMS

Term

ACA

America COMPETES Act

A federal law that seeks to create opportunities to meaningfully
promote excellence in technology, education and science, by
aligning secondary school graduation requirements with the
demands of 21%-century postsecondary endeavors and by
supporting P-16 education data systems.

AEL

Alternative Educator License

A license gained through an alternate pathway that enables
qualified baccalaureate degree-holders with knowledge expertise
to transition to careers as classroom teachers.

APL

Alternative Principal License

A license gained through an alternate pathway that enables
qualified baccalaureate degree-holders with successful work
experience in education, management or administration to
transition to careers as building principals.

ARRA

American Recovery and
Reinvestment Act of 2009

A federal law that provides approximately $100 billion for
education, creating a historic opportunity to save hundreds of
thousands of jobs, support states and school districts, and advance
reforms and improvements that will create long-lasting results for
U.S. students and the U.S. including early learning, K-12, and
post-secondary education.

BASA

Buckeye Association of
School Administrators

An organization of Ohio school administrators whose mission is
to inspire and support its members, develop exemplary school
system leaders and advocate for public education.

BFK

Battelle for Kids

A national not-for-profit organization that provides strategic
counsel and innovative solutions for today’s complex educational-
improvement challenges through partnerships with state
departments of education and school districts to deliver
personalized solutions to improve teaching and learning and to
maximize opportunities for all students to thrive in college,
careers and life.

CCIP

Comprehensive Continuous
Improvement Plan

Ohio’s unified grants application and verification system that
consists of a planning tool, which contains the goals, strategies,
action steps and district goal amounts for all grants in the CCIP,
and a funding application, which contains the budget, budget
details, nonpublic services and other related pages.

CCRPI

College & Career-Ready
Policy Institute

A partnership of Achieve, the Data Quality Campaign, the
Education Counsel, Jobs for the Future and the National
Governors Association Center for Best Practices and a few other
American Diploma Project Network states, supported by the Bill
& Melinda Gates Foundation, that is working to develop cutting
edge college- and career-ready assessment and accountability
policies.
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GLOSSARY OF ACRONYMS AND TERMS

fen ] s [ bewa

CELT Center for Educational A nonprofit educational service agency that helps K-12 leaders
Leadership and Technology |develop and implement IT strategies and systems that truly align
technology with the core mission of today’s schools — student
achievement, accountability and staff development.

CRB Credential Review Board A 15-member Ohio board responsible for assessing individuals
pursuing alternative routes to educator licensure and out-of-state
educators seeking licensure in Ohio.

CSLS Comprehensive System of | Resources, strategies and practices as well as environmental and
Learning Supports cultural factors extending beyond the classroom that provide the
physical, cognitive, social and emotional support that every
student needs to succeed in school and in life, focusing on:

® assessing children’s individual characteristics as well as the risk
and protective factors at school and in students’ family, school
and community settings;

® sclecting appropriate intervention strategies (ranging from
prevention to early or intensive intervention),

® providing experiences that encourage young people to make
positives choices and become responsible, caring adults;

® looking beyond the school to establish a system of care that
offers resources, programs and services for children and their
families; and

® incorporating fiscal, human resources, accountability and
instructional considerations into the process of providing
resources and strategies best tailored for children’s needs.

CTAG Closing the Achievement Ohio initiative that aims to increase the graduation rate for all
Gap ninth- grade male students, with a special focus on African-
American students who have the highest percentage of dropout
rates.
D3A2 Data Driven Decisions for | An ODE data tool designed to help teachers identify and address
Academic Achievement specific learning needs of students, D3A2 provides teachers and

other users with access to valuable performance data, aligned
educational content, and professional development materials that
help teachers become familiar with using data as part of
instructional decision making.

DQC Data Quality Campaign A national, collaborative effort to encourage and support state
policymakers to improve the availability and use of high-quality
education data to improve student achievement through a
campaign that will provide tools and resources to help states
implement and use longitudinal data systems as well as provide a
national forum for reducing duplication of effort and promoting
greater coordination and consensus among the organizations
focused on improving data quality, access and use.
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GLOSSARY OF ACRONYMS AND TERMS

EBM Evidence-Based Model Created under Ohio's new education reform plan in Am. Sub.
House Bill 1, a funding formula for schools that uses a per pupil
level of funding to follow a student to the school that best meets
the student's individual learning needs.

ECF Education Challenge Factor |Per Ohio Revised Code 3306.051, an index that accounts for
differences that exist in each school district in terms of college
attainment, wealth and concentration of poverty, which provides
an adjustment to help provide equitable funding to school districts
with challenges of wealth and poverty (e.g., school district with
low college attainment, low wealth and high concentration of
poverty would have applicable Evidence-Based Model funding
components adjusted upward by a higher ECF).

ECHS Early College High Schools |High schools that combine high school and the first several years
of college, where students in grades 9 and 10 take college-prep
classes and students in grades 11 and12 take college-level classes,
earning both college and high school credit. Tuition at most Early
College High Schools is free, which can lower the overall cost of
a student’s college education.

ESB Educator Standards Board A 21-member board established by the Ohio General Assembly to
bring standards-based reform to the educator level by defining
standards for teachers and principals at all stages of their careers.

ESC Educational Service Centers | Centers dedicated to providing school districts with professional
development, technology, support, planning and administrative
services that help improve student learning, enhance the quality of
instruction, expand equitable access to resources and maximize
operating and fiscal efficiencies.

ESCCO Educational Service Center |Educational Service Center that serves 25 Ohio school districts

of Central Ohio with more than 200,000 school children in Delaware, Franklin and
Union counties through direct instruction and quality professional
development, partnerships with districts to improve education for
all students (particularly those with special needs) and educational
consultancy through a growing list of programs including
instructional coaching, administrative counseling, professional
employment services and business services.

eTech eTech Ohio State of Ohio agency dedicated to enhancing learning through
technology by addressing critical educational technology issues
and developing programs and using best practices to serve
learning organizations in acquiring, integrating and sustaining
educational technology.

FCFC Family and Children First County councils that work in conjunction with the Ohio family
Councils and children first cabinet council to streamline and coordinate
existing government services for families seeking services for
their children. For more details, see Ohio Revised Code 121.37.
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GLOSSARY OF ACRONYMS AND TERMS

Term

FERPA

Family Educational Rights
and Privacy Act

A federal law that protects the privacy of student education
records for all schools that receive funds under an applicable
program of the U.S. Department of Education.

Gates Foundation

Bill & Melinda Gates
Foundation

A foundation that supports a number of education initiatives
through its United States Program, with focuses on increasing
high school graduation and college-readiness rates and increasing
attainment of postsecondary credentials.

System

HB1 House Bill 1 Ohio’s biennial budget bill passed by the Ohio General Assembly
in 2009, which included provisions for education reform.
HB 290 Amended House Bill 290 A bill passed into law by the Ohio legislature that, among other
provisions, permits the Ohio Department of Education and the
Chancellor of the Board of Regents to establish a longitudinal
student data system that connects K-12 student data to higher
education.
HCMS Human Capital Management | The Human Capital Management System is a framework that
System provides a comprehensive and systemic view of educator
development.
High Support Under Ohio’s differentiated accountability system, districts and
schools in improvement status that fail to meet more than 29
percent of AYP measures are labeled as high support and receive
improvement support from State Support Teams.
HE Institutions of Higher A college, university or other education entity providing
Education educational opportunities at the postsecondary level.
IIS Instructional Improvement | Technology-based tools and other strategies that provide teachers,

principals, and administrators with meaningful support and
actionable data to systemically manage continuous instructional
improvement, including such activities as:

® instructional planning;

® gathering information through formative assessments, interim
assessments, summative assessments, and looking at student
work and other student data;

® analyzing information with the support of rapid-time reporting;

® using information to inform decisions on appropriate next
instructional steps;

® cvaluating the effectiveness of the actions taken by promoting
collaborative problem-solving and action planning; and

® integrating instructional data with student-level data such as
attendance, discipline, grades, credit accumulation and student

survey results to provide early warning indicators of a student’s
risk of educational failure.
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Term

iLRC

Interactive Local Report
Card

An interactive tool developed for parents, educators, lawmakers,
community members and researchers to provide current and
historical Local Report Card data on Ohio’s school buildings and
districts.

IMS

Instructional Management
System

Ohio’s Web-based source for model lesson and unit plans,
assessments, research and resources, standards-based education
information and programmatic improvement recommendations to
help teachers creatively teach Ohio’s Academic Content Standards
to improve student achievement in Ohio.

ITC

Information Technology
Center

Centers that provide technology support services to the school
districts they represent, providing a core set of services to districts
including payroll services, attendance reporting, e-mail, data
processing and professional development for employees of the
districts.

KRA-L

Kindergarten Readiness
Assessment-Literacy

Ohio Department of Education assessment tool, required of all
children entering kindergarten in public schools for the first time,
but not required for children being retained in kindergarten, that
measures skill areas important to becoming a successful reader
and helps teachers plan for experiences and lessons that encourage
reading.

OAC

Ohio Administrative Code

Rules promulgated by administrative agencies of the State of
Ohio.

OAT

Ohio Achievement Tests

A standard-aligned test meeting NCLB requirements of grades 3-8
students in reading, mathematics, science, social studies and
writing. These were renamed the Ohio Achievement Assessments
(OAA) in House Bill 1.

OBR

Ohio Board of Regents

A nine-member advisory board to the Chancellor with two ex-
officio representatives from the State Legislature responsible for
overseeing higher education in Ohio.

ODE

Ohio Department of
Education

State of Ohio government entity that operates under the direction
of the State Board of Education, that works to accredit schools,
certify teachers, appropriate state school funds and oversee the
state’s public K-12 education system.

6 of 1049




GLOSSARY OF ACRONYMS AND TERMS

OEE Office of Educator Equity Office within ODE’s Center for the Teaching Profession that:

® monitors the implementation and continued progress of the 68
strategies contained in Ohio’s Teacher Equity Plan;

® designs methodologies to successfully complete new strategies;

® ensures that all 68 strategies are successful, ongoing and
effective programs, initiatives and incentives that positively
impact student achievement; and

® leverages support through effective communication and

collaboration with stakeholders for successful completion of the
plan.

OGT Ohio Graduation Tests Achievement assessments aligned to Ohio’s Academic Content
Standards designed to measure a student’s level of academic
achievement expected at the end of the 10™ grade in reading,
mathematics, writing, science and social studies that students in
high school must take to demonstrate proficiency before
graduation from high school. These assessments fulfill the state
achievement assessment requirement under the federal No Child
Left Behind Act which requires annual testing in reading and

mathematics.
OHSTI Ohio High School Program designed to create urban high schools that provide
Transformation Initiative personalized education to engage students and prepare them for

the 21%" century. This initiative is supported through the
Knowledge Works Foundation, the Bill & Melinda Gates
Foundation, the Ford Foundation, the Ohio Department of
Education, the U.S. Department of Education, and local
community-based foundations.

OIP Ohio Improvement Process | Ohio’s strategy for ensuring a systematic and coherent approach
for building the capacity of all districts and schools in meaningful
ways that allow districts to improve instructional practice on a
district-wide basis, and make and sustain significant improvement
in student performance against grade-level benchmarks aligned
with academic content standards for all students across the district.

OLAC Ohio Leadership Advisory | An advisory and study group comprised of representatives of key
Council professional associations, business and school board
representatives, practitioners in leadership roles, higher education
representatives and ODE personnel.

Operating Plans Detailed implementation plans developed by Participating LEASs
that are approved by ODE and used as the basis for subsequent
performance monitoring.

ORC Ohio Revised Code A compilation of all Acts passed by the Ohio General Assembly
and signed by the governor.
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OSLN Ohio STEM Learning An unprecedented collaborative aimed at building and connecting
Network Science, Technology, Engineering and Mathematics (STEM)
teaching and learning capacity in regions across the State of Ohio,
focused on student and teacher success, built from a slate of
committed partners from PK-12 education, higher education and
business and industry.

OTIF Ohio Teacher Incentive Fund | Ohio’s statewide system of rewarding teachers and school leaders
for high levels of performance and solid achievement with
competitive compensation and career opportunities. The Ohio
Teacher Incentive Fund is funded by a grant from the U.S.
Department of Education and provides opportunities for teacher
development, differentiated leadership roles and incentive pay,
designed to secure the best-qualified teachers for schools with the
greatest need and lowest academic performance.

P-20 Preschool to grade 20 Encompasses early learning through eight years of postsecondary
education.
PAR Peer Assistance and Review |Programs where experienced, accomplished veteran teachers

provide sustained, intensive assistance to teachers who are in need
of additional support.

Participating LEAs LEAs that choose to work with the State to implement all or
significant portions of the State’s Race to the Top plan, as
specified in each LEA’s agreement with the State.

PBA Poverty-Based Assistance Funding for high-poverty districts.

PSL Provisional STEM License | A licensure gained through alternative pathway that enables
knowledge expert candidates in STEM fields who hold a
bachelor’s degree to enter the teaching profession.

RBCL Route B Career-Technical A licensure pathway available for knowledge expert candidates
Licensure Pathway whose background and expertise in a career-technical field serve
as a basis of qualification for a teaching license.

REL Regional Education A network of 10 laboratories that serve the educational needs of a
Laboratory designated region by providing access to high-quality
scientifically valid education research through applied research
and development projects, studies and related technical assistance

activities.
SIF Schools Interoperability A data-sharing, open-specification industry initiative for grade K-
Framework 12 academic institutions that enables diverse applications to

interact and share data.

8 of 1049



GLOSSARY OF ACRONYMS AND TERMS

SLDS Statewide Longitudinal Data | Data systems that manage, analyze, disaggregate and enable use
Systems of individual student data over time to improve educational
outcomes.
SRN Stanford University School | Organization that engages in research and development to support
Redesign Network equitable districts and schools that enable all students to master

the knowledge and skills needed for success in college, careers
and citizenship.

SSID Statewide Student A unique student identification number assigned to all K-12
Identification public school children in the state.
SST State Support Teams 16 regional teams that work with districts using a tiered model of

service delivery, with the lowest performing districts receiving the
greatest intensity of services, to increase student achievement.

TSI Teacher Shortage Index Supply and demand data used to recruit and track educators, and
determine areas where additional teachers are needed.

UDL Universal Design for An educational framework based on research in the learning
Learning sciences, including cognitive neuroscience, that guides the
development of flexible learning environments that can
accommodate individual learning differences.

VA Value-added The fourth component of Ohio’s accountability system that
measures growth or improvement over a period of time to
determine the “value” gained by a student during that time period.
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THIRD FRONTIER ANNUAL REPORT

RATIONALE: ANNUAL REPORT OF
OHIO’S THIRD FRONTIER INITIATIVE,
A STATEWIDE INITIATIVE TO FIRMLY
ESTABLISH THE STATE AS AN
INNOVATION LEADER.

REFERENCED IN:

(A)d)
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Third Frontier

Innovation Creating Opportunity

2009 Annual Report
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December 2009

Ted Strickland, Governor, State of Ohio
General Assembly, State of Ohio

Dear Colleague,

We are pleased to present to you the 2009 OhioThird Frontier Annual Report. The success
of the program, as outlined in the personal stories and metrics in this report, demonstrate
how a visionary and bipartisan commitment to Ohio’s future continues to bring prosperity
to the people and businesses of our state even in these challenging times.

The OhioThird Frontier continues to support technology-based economic development
in the State of Ohio through investments that not only create new products from

Ohio ingenuity, but also create sustainable growth in companies in every stage of
development. We understand that economic growth does not appear overnight, but
rather through strategic and consistent investments in people and places.

In its seven years of operation, the Ohio Third Frontier is living up to its commitment

to drive growth in company, job, and wealth creation throughout the state. SRI
International, in partnership with GeorgiaTech, completed an independent study of Ohio
Third Frontier and related Ohio Technology-Based Economic Development programs.
Their report showed that since inception, the Ohio Third Frontier has:

¢ Generated $6.6 billion in economic activity in Ohio;
¢ Created 41,300 total jobs through December 2008;
¢ Significantly impacted the diversity and competitiveness of Ohio’s manufacturers;

¢ Assisted in the formation, attraction, or initial capitalization of more than 570
companies; and

* Leveraged a $10 return for every dollar invested during 2003 - 2008, with the
expectation of increased impacts in the years to come.

We are proud to present the 2009 Ohio Third Frontier Annual Report, showcasing the
accomplishments and milestones reached through our continuous investment in Ohio.
The program is fostering widespread growth in the technology sector and enabling Ohio
to continue its leadership in our fast-changing economic climate.

Sincerely,

g/

Eric Fingerhut, Chair

Ohio Third Frontier Commission
Chancellor

Ohio Board of Regents

g i

S~

Lisa Patt-McDaniel

OhioThird Frontier Commission
Director

Ohio Department of Development

77 South High Street
PO, Box 1001
Columbus, Ohio 432161001 U8 A,

814 1 486 2480
800 | 848 1300
www, developmeant.ohio.gov
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Ohio Third Frontier:
Making an Impact

InTechnology-Based Economic Development, there is no
such thing as a quick hit. Real success comes from having
a sustained, comprehensive effort grounded in smart
choices and arising from an understanding of the inherant
technology and industry strengths of a state or region.
Whether reinvigoerating a long-standing industry or blazing
new trails in an emerging technology sector, the goal of
Technology-Based Economic Development investment is
to be the spark that ignites spontaneous, market-driven
growth which ultimately transcends the public investment.
With ongoing care and nurturing, those seed investments
become embedded deeply enough in the economic fabric
of a locality that they will have a meaningful and lasting
positive impact on wealth and job creation.

OhiaThird Frentier is blazing a new trail and creating a
national model for future Technology-Based Economic
Development efforts. Ohio Third Frontier was founded

on the commitment to shape the future economy of

the state through a portfolio of programs to support
applied research and commercialization, entrepreneurial
assistance, early-stage capital formation, and expansion
of a skilled talent pool that can support technology-based
ecanomic growth. Co-opting a phrase from the national
dialog onTechnology-Based Economic Development, our
strategic intention is to create an “innovation ecosystem”
in Ohio that supports the efficient and seamless transition
of great ideas from the laboratory to the marketplace.

(b)(6)

In its seventh year of operation, Ohio Third Frontier is
living up to its commitment, implementing a clear and
comprehensive strategy with a focus on Chio's traditional
and emerging research and industrial strengths. In
September 2009, SRl International, in partnership with
GeorgiaTech, completed an economic impact study of
OhioThird Frontier and related Ohio Technology-Based
Economic Development programs. The study found

that as of December 2008, $681 million in State of Ohio
expenditures related to Ohio Third Frontier had generated:

* $6.6 billion of economic activity,
* 41,300 total jobs, and
* %24 billion in employee wages and benefits,

This represents a nearly $10 return on every dollar of
QChio's investment in the period from 2003 - 2008, with the
expectation of increased impacts in the years to come.

A key program strength identified by SR is that Ohio looks
strategically at the key factors that determing innovation
capacity and makes investments on a scale that can make
a difference. In support of this view, they reported that
OhioThird Frontier has made major contributions in the
following areas:

* OhioThird Frontier and related initiatives contributed
to the major growth of venture capital investment
in Ohio, from $243 million in 2004 to $446 million
in 2008,

* More than 500 new companies have been created,
attracted, and capitalized by Ohio Third Frontier —
each offering the potential for significant growth.

* 3,000 Ohio students have been awarded internships
with nearly 700 companies in 77 of Ohio's 88 counties.

# OhioThird Frontier has not only created economic
opportunities and wealth in Ohio, its projects have
improved Ohioans’ quality of life through advances
in medical care, producing affordable and sustainable
sources of advanced energy, and protecting Ohio's
environment through better use of natural materials
and sensors for our safety and security. In doing so,
OhioThird Frontier has fostered the emergence of
new technology clusters across the state, including
Biomedical Imaging, Fuel Cells, Photovolatics, and
Liquid Crystals/Flexible Displays.

* OhioThird Frontier, with its long-term strategic
approach, merit-based implementation, and its
agility in responding to needs and opportunities, is a
pathway to the positive economic growth trajectory
enjoyed by many other high technology regions within
the United States and globally.

Oh' Department of
10 Development
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(b)(6)

The SRI evaluation also compared Ohio’s program to
other notable technology-based success stories: Research
Triangle Park {Nerth Carolina), Austin (Texas), Silicon
Valley, and the Route 128-Boston metropolitan area, SRI
identified four structural characteristics that these regions
share that are also present in our state because of Chio
Third Frontier and associated programs:

1. Research-intensive companies and universities,
producing world-class research and training a world-
class workforce;

2. Visionary regional leaders;

3. Metworks that involve business, research, and
finance; and,

4. Strong entrepreneurship support infrastructure,
including early-stage capital and support for
technology transfer and early-stage companies.

(b)(6)

Ohio

In conclusion, SRI stated the following about Ohio Third
Frontier's (OTF) economic impact:

“It is important to note that the $6.6 billion impact is only
for the OTF expenditures to date. These investments are
likely to generate larger impacts in the years to come for
several reasons. First, a majority of OTF funds remain to
be spent. Some OTF funds have not yvet been awarded,
and some funds awarded have not yet been entirely
spent. The economic impact of the program is expected
to increase significantly over the next five to ten years.
Second, the OTF is generating successful outcomes in
spite of the longest U.S. recession in the post-World War
Il era. The diminished demand, financial capital, business
activity, and job losses associated with the recession
weigh down the net economic impacts generated by

the OTF investments. However, it is likely that the new
products and processes being commercialized by Chio
companies and the new industries that are emerging

will be in a position of strength during the next global
expansion.’

The findings of the SRI report confirm that Chio is truly
unigue in its approach to Technology-Based Economic
Development, and that the initiative has produced
significant and measurable results in a relatively short
period of time.

SRl International's report titled “Making an Impact:
Assessing the Benefits of Ohio’s Investment inTechnology-
Based Economic Development Programs” is available

at www.thirdfrontier.com,.
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APPENDIX A.1.2

DEPARTMENT OF DEVELOPMENT
STRATEGIC PLAN EXCERPT

RATIONALE: DESCRIPTION OF
OHIO’S PLAN TO LINK AND
LEVERAGE THE STATE’S INVENTIVE
PAST WITH ITS INNOVATIVE FUTURE

REFERENCED IN:

(A))

16 of 1049



Share the Ohio Story

Cultivate Top Talent
Invest in our Regional Assets

Focus on our Customers

17 of 1049



Strengthen our Strengths

The greatest opportunities for economic
growth in Ohio lie where our historic
economic strengths intersect with the
innovative promises of our economic future.

We must strengthen and expand Ohio’s economy by
building a more competitive business environment

by supporting entrepreneurship, innovation, and
technological advancement at every stage of the
commercialization process. We will build this capacity with
the following key strategies:

Key Strategies to Strengthen our Strengths

1. Establish a Targeted Industry Approach to Economic
Development. Target resources to statewide
and regional industries identified as best
suited to Ohio’s core strengths, building
from our manufacturing, agricultural,
technology, research, and
entrepreneurship strengths.

“High achievement
always takes place in
the framework of high

expectation.”

2.Invest inTechnological Innovation
and Commercialization.
Leverage our state’s ongoing
investment in research, product
development, and technology
to accelerate the pace of
innovation and new product
development in the areas of
our state where industry and
innovation intersect.

3. Grow and Support Minority- and
Women-owned Enterprises and Small
Businesses. Strengthen and increase
financial and technical assistance at every
stage of the business development continuum to
support the growth and expansion of minority-
and women-owned enterprises and small businesses
in Ohio.

Ohio

Charles Kettering
(1876 — 1958)
American Inventor
Born in Loudonville, Ohio

Background on Ohio’s Strengths

The greatest opportunities for economic growth in Ohio
lie where the industrial treasures of our economic past
intersect with the innovative promises of our economic
future. Where industry meets innovation, new products
and new opportunities emerge. New technologies and
processes lead to new products, open new markets, and
launch new industries. These are the principal forces at
work in the global economy and are drivers of Ohio's
economic future.

Ohio’s economic history is rooted in technology-
based industries. Our state is a long-standing leader in
automotive manufacturing, aerospace, polymers and
composite materials, steel and metal, frozen specialty
foods, as well as bioscience, insurance, and
professional services. Ohio is renowned for the
quality of our manufacturing facilities and
our workforce and for the strength of our
product innovation pipeline.

World-class research and
development facilities, top-
rated hospitals, universities,
and industry-specific centers
of excellence pepper the
state. In 2007 more than
$170 million was invested in
Ohio by venture capital firms
focused on technology. Forbes
magazine in 2008 recognized
the Central Ohio region as the
nation’s top metropolitan area for
future technology innovation and
commercialization success.

Still, Ohio lags in several key indicators
of economic prosperity in the 21st century:

per capita personal income, educational attainment,
and high value job creation. Increasing prosperity for
all Ohioans means building on the strengths of the
core industries that made Ohio strong, while creating
a business climate favorable to investment in new and
emerging industries that are becoming the cornerstones of
a globally-competitive economic future.

Department of
Development
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Entrepreneurship and small business development have
been dynamic and strong parts of the growth of Ohio's
economy throughout our state’s history. These two forces
must play an even stronger role in sparking Chio economic
growth in the future. While a longer term path to economic
developmeant, entrepreneurship is essential 1o capitalize

on changes in well-established industries and product
innovation using new business concepts. This will give
birth to new businesses and industries.

Ohio's economy is shaped by small business, which
continues to account for the majority of our state’s job
growth. Small business is a major source of wealth
creation for Ohio citizens. According to County Business
Pattern data for Ohio from 2005, almost 94 percent of Ohio
business establishments have 50 or fewer employees.
The U.S. Small Business Administration reported in

its 2006 Qhio Small Business Profife, that Ohio firms
owned by women increased 12 percent between 1997

and 2002, representing 28.1 percent of the state's total
businesses in 2002, the most recent reporting period.

The Profile also showed that Asian-owned firms totaled
13,740 and generated $5.1 billion in receipts; black-owned
firms numbered 35,658 and generated $3.6 billion in
receipts; and Hispanic-owned businesses totaled 7,109 and
created $1.3 billion in receipts. Together, minority-owned
businesses make up 73 percent of Ohio businesses.

Ohio

Clhppistesitb e

These numbers and cbservations demonstrate the
importance of small businesses to Ohic's economy.

Our Department looks to encourage greater investment
in entrepreneurship and small business growth by all
Ohioans with a particular emphasis on minority- and
women-owned enterprises.

Our Economic Development Opportunity

Because Ohio is a portfolio economy made up of several
distinct regional economies each with different products
and talents, as well as technological and geographical
assets, our state requires an economic development plan
that is nimble, regionally-responsive, and strategically-
focused, This will ensure that Ohio's economic
development efforts serve all Ohioans. The regional
diversity in products, technologies, and talent means that
Ohio's key economic growth opportunities are represented
by an equally diverse portfolio of target industries with
statewide and regional significance. Some businesses hail
directly from Chio’s industrial and agricultural heritage;
others from our emerging strengths in advanced energy,
biosciences, and advanced materials.

Department of
Developmeant
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Strengthen our Strengths

Our plan enables Ohio’s mature industries to harness

the power of technology to rejuvenate existing products
and create new products, gaining competitive ground

in their field. We will continue to supply sufficient
resources to accelerate the commercialization of new
products and innovations emanating from the research,
entrepreneurship, and industrial innovation activities going
on throughout our state in the private and public realms.

In establishing priorities for future economic development
investments, our Department consulted two studies:

The Deloitte/Cleveland State University Driver Industry
Study (2005) and The Battelle Technology Platform Studies
{2002; 2008). The Deloitte/C8U study identified the driver
industries most important to the economic growth of

our state and our state’s regions along with emerging
industries most likely to shape our economic future.

The Battelle Technology Platform Studies (2002; 2006)
addressed the need to cultivate the specific technologies
of greatest importance to those existing and emerging
industries.

Ohio’s portfolio of targeted industries
encompasses the spectrum of industries
which are the foundation of the 21st

economy: energy, food, health, and

materials.

—

Our nine statewide targeted industries are based on a
number of factors identified in the Deloitte Driver Industry
Study including specialization in Ohio, value added in
manufacturing and services, productivity, and the growth
potential in the global marketplace. These industries are also
recognized by our regional partners as drivers in their local
economies over the next decade.

Ohio

Cardinal Health — Dublin, Ohio

For any investment portfolio the key to long-term growth
is diversity. This portfolio has a blend of customer and
supplier industries. Supplier industries produce goods
and services used as inputs by the customer industries.
Each of our nine targeted industries builds on the
technological, physical, and human resource bases of
these interconnected industry groups. By broadening
and deepening the Ohio network for a targeted industry,
we build a stronger, more competitive regional and
state economy. We have the opportunity to contribute to
the development of new platforms in the energy, food,
polymer, bioscience, and other industries by drawing on
the rich physical and human resources of Ohio.

Ohio’s Statewide Targeted Industries
® Advanced Energy and
Environmental Technologies
s ferospbace and Aviation
® Aqticulture and Food Processing
¢ Bioscience and Bioproducts
s Corporate and Proteseions] Services
+ Listricution and L ogistice
# lnstruments, Controls and Elechionics
s MiotorVehicle and Parts Manutactiuning
® Polymers and Advanced Materials

Embedded within each target industry and
identified as particular strendths in Ubio are three
cross cutting core functions necessatry for success
in the new economy

s Becearch and levelopment

® Advanced Manufacturing

¢ information lechnology

In addition, each region has its own targeted industries,
some of which are unique to the region.

Department of
Development
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Strengthen our Strengths

Deloitte/Cleveland State University Driver Industry Study | With Specialization in Ohio

Strategic Technology Platforms

Engineered Components & Industrial
Engines, Turbines, & Power
Generation Equipment

Vehicle Systems & Components
Optics, Photonics, & Imaging
Information Technology
Experimental Therapeutics &
Implantable Devices & Implantation
Regenerative Medicine
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Strengthen our Strengths

Deloitte/Cleveland State University Driver Industry Study | With Specialization in Ohio

Strategic Technology Platforms
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Strengthen our Strengths

Ohio’s diverse industry portfolio includes more than 1,000
well-established international companies. Qur state ranks
8th in the nation in exports with $42.4 billion in goods to
204 countries annually. In fact, Chio is the only state that
has experienced export growth every year for the last 10
years, and we are well positioned to continue this incline.
The conditions of today’s current global marketplace
present a unique opportunity for us to further accelerate
export activity among Ohio companies. We will continue
to work hard to ensure that all Ohio companies with
international market potential have access to our Global
Markets services to build their export sales.

As part of our economic development plan to transform
Ohio’s economy and prepare all Ohioans to compete in the
21st century, concerted efforts are and will continue to be
made to promote and accelerate the growth and expansion
of current and emerging driver industries.

S
£

New Initiatives:

e conomic Develobment Incentives
Modernization

® largeted Industry Developiment leams

® intearation of lechnology Based Feonomiie
Development Programs

¢ Next Geneation of Ohio [hird Frontier
2 Cheek Uhlo Pt

e Ohio s Uban Entrepreneur Partnership
®» Ohiolender Partlcipation Program

» Minotity Business Inihialive

perican Manufacturing = Marysville, Ohio

Ohio

Major Initiatives to Strengthen
our Strengths

Strategy #1:

Establish a Targeted Industry Approach to Economic
Development. [siget resources to statewide and regional
industries identified as best suted 1o Ohios core strengths,
building the economy from our manufacturing, technology,
research, and entreprensurship strengths.

Major Initiatives for our Targeted
Industry Approach:

¢ Economic Development Incentives Modemization o

With changes to our economic development
environment, including full implementation of Ohio’s tax
reform, it is imperative that Chio update and modernize
our economic development incentives. As part of the
2008-2009 biennial budget, our Department undertook
an extensive study of Ohio’s incentive programs looking
for ways to make them more responsive to business
needs, more transparent to Ohio citizens, more cost
effective to administer, and more competitive with other
states. Examples of needed improvements include
simplifying and consoclidating Ohio’s property tax
abatement programs and streamlining the process of
administering programs to make them more efficient
and less costly for both the state and the client.

Department of
Development
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Strengthen our Strengths

TheTargeted Industry Development
Teams will work to ensure Ohio’s
regions are equipped with the
necessary workforce skill and talent
and the appropriate facilities to retain
and expand existing businesses as well

as to attract new businesses to Ohio.

Modernizing Ohio’s Economic Most importantly, these teams will become industry
Development Incentives experts who can identify business opportunities across

our state and connect companies that may become
Key Incentive Study Recommendations: customers, suppliers, or partners.

* Simplify Ohio's property tax abatement system
by consolidating all Ohio tax abatement and tax
incrament financing statutory authority into @ single
integrated program.

+ Refocus Ohio's property tax abatement systam by
establishing a tiered system that targets benefits
1o distressed areas, discourages urban sprawl, and
provides for controlled and sustainable greenfiald
development.

*: Reduce the potential for adverse impacts on the
funding of education while encouraging greater
intergovernmental collaboration between school
districts and units of local government.

* Refocus the Job Creation Tax Credit program to
emphasize payroll growth in addition to job creation.
This change will allow increased business flaxibility,
reflact the policy focus to grow bath income and jobs,
and simplify reporting requirements.

* Harmomize and strengthen natification reguirements
when a company is seeking incentives for a project
that will relocate jobs from one Ohio community to
another.

« Targeted Industry Development Teams

QOur Department will create Targeted Industry
Jevelopment Teams to develop specific retentio
expansion, and attraction strategies for each target
industry. The Targeted Industry Teams will include a
diverse mix of regional and statewide stakeholders
and feature expertise from industry, regional economic
and workforce development organizations, centers of
technology and innovation, and academic institutions.

ORI | filarimen
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Strengthen our Strengths

Strategy #2:

Invest in Technological Innovation and Commercialization.

Leverage our stete’s ongoing investment in research,

[N R =21

product development, and technology to sccelerate the
pace of innovation and new product developrment in the

areas of Ohio where indusiry and innovation intersect.

Major Initiatives for Technological Innovation
and Commercialization:

o

» Integration of Technology-Based &
Economic Development Programs

We will align, enhance, and restructure existing
technology-based economic development programs,
as well as develop new programs 1o meet identified
needs to ensure we provide the right resources within
every stage of the technology commercialization
process — from the earliest stage when the product or
service s first imagined by the entreprensur 1o more
mature phases of the product’s life cycle. With the end
goal of providing needed assistance along the entire
comprehensive commercialization continuum, we will:

e integrate programs currently offered through the
OhioThird Frontier program, theThomas Edison
Program, and the Ohio Venture Capital Authority;

Leverage other state programs that can impact
technology-based economic development; and

= ldentify gaps in service delivery and develop
new programs and initiatives that will stimulate
economic growth and prosperity through the
development, infusion, and maturation of
technology within Ohio’s economy.

The state of Ohio’s technology development programs
improves the chances of a technology finding its niche

in the commercial marketplace. Technology-based
development moves an idea from technology to product.
Critical to Ohio’s strategy of encouraging technology-
based developments is flexibility, allowing the states
entrepreneurs and inventors to respond 1o new
technologically-based market opportunities.

Technology Commercialization Framework

Imagining Incubating
the to Define
Commercial Commercial

Opportunity Potential

Mobilizing Mobilizing
Resources Resources for

for Demonstrating
Incubating

t 1

Demonstrating
Products &
Processes in
Commercial
Context

Market Entry

Growth &
Sustainability
to Generate
Financial
Returns

Mobilizing Mobilizing
Resolrces Resources for
for Market Growth &

Entry Sustainability

t 1

Transitions to Mobilize Resources

Ohio
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Strengthen our Strengths

Ohio's Third Frontier program moves companies through

the Valley of Death - defined as the gap between
technology development and commercialization - and
into the marketplace. The Edison Program incubates
the companies and assists them through market entry,
growth, and sustainability cycles. Finally, the Ohio
Venture Capital Authonty helps to ensure that financial

risk capital is available for our most promising high-

growth companies. Through the integration of these and

other programs, new technological opportunities will be
supported at every stage by:

* Building the research capacity neaded to support
innovation;
s Supporting product development around platforms

that focus on technologies strategically important to
Ohio's economy;

. 5 pporting antreprongurs and thair new businesseas
who will translate technelogies into viable business
enterprises;

* Providing capital to suppont the financial needs of

emerging and existing companies;

« Suppaorting tha use of technolegy by Ohio
companies to gain product and productivity
advantages; and

o Attracting new companigs to Ohio bacausa of the

technological support assets in our state.

of services will be
comprehensive and cohesive with a simple interface.
This continuum of programmatic activities will drive new

The newly defined system

to reach all parts of our state, seek to reauthorize the
Technology Investment Tax Credit Program, and enhance
the leverage of the Ohio Venture Capital Authority.

iid MR o =0 o n an 20 e |
a ok MM & Hg T PE B2 Po M
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technologies and products through the commercialization

process in a simpler, more streamlined manner, making
it easier for researchers, entrepreneurs, and technology
companies at every stage to know what programs and
services are available to help propel them to the next

level, And finally, we will communicate our successes
globally with a broad based campaign inviting inventers,
researchars, and entrepreneurs to find out how they can

accelerate their growth and increase their chances of
success by innovating in Ohio.

* Next Generation of Ohio Third Froantier &

We ara firmly committed to renewal and improvemeant
of the Ohio Third Frontier Program, currently funded
through 2012, with a continued focus on supporting

I vz stages of commerciahzation. Flexibibity will be
built into the next generation of the program to allow
for adjustments in the market, making us more nimble
and responsive to the needs of existing and emerging
industries. We also will expand Ohio's Edison Program

The OhioThird Frontier program is an idea that is
waorking. Launched in 2002, Ohio Third Frontier promotes
economic growth by investing in world recognized
excellence and capacity in selected research areas;
expands the availability of investment capital needed to
form new companies; supports product innovation in
established companies; facilitates the commercialization
of new products; funds collaborative projects between
private companies and Ohic's colleges and universities;
and nurtures and finances Ohio's increasingly
experienced pool of entrepreneurial management. To
date, our program has attracted $2.4 billion in private
and federal funding to Ohio, directly assisted more than
380 early stage technology companies, and retained or
created 5,640 direct jobs with an average salary of nearly
$67.000 per year, as well as 8 460 indirect jobs.

Our Department will continue our strong strategic
alliance with the Ohio Board of Regents to offer
programs to jointly promote Centers of Excellence

at Ohio universities that build upon the Wright
Centers of Innovation and the Ohio Research Scholars
Program. We will strengthen our relationship with the
Ohio Department of Agriculture and the agricultural
community to promote bioproducts. We will work with
private industry and all state agencies invelved with
advanced and alternative energy to position Ohio to take
full advantage of new technologies evolving in these
areas. We will work with the many experts in our state
that are building our future in the biosciences.

Ohio |
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Strategy #3:

Grow and Support Minority- and Women-owned

i and ir

Enturpﬂm and Small Businesses. Sirangthia

Major Initiatives for Minority- and Women-
owned Enterprises and Small Businesses:

* Check Ohio First &

We will promote and encourage companies operating
in Ohio and those attracted to our state to maximize
the use of Ohio businesses when making purchases.
Our Department will create an on-line directory of Ohio
businesses enabling purchasing and sourcing agents
to identify potential vendors and offering Ohio small
businesses the opportunity

Ohiofirst

Ohio

S0
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to be considered for a wider variety of business
solutions. We will engage our regional partners in this
effort and undertake direct outreach to women- and
minority-owned enterprises to ensure our directory is
representative of the breadth of Ohio's businesses.

Ohio’'s Urban Entreprencur Partnership (#

We will support an Urban Entrepreneur Partnership
Initiative for Ohio providing a comprehensive business
assistance model designed to enhance the growth, scale,
and infrastructure of minority-owned and operated
businesses. The initiative will have a special emphasis
an high impact minornty firms referred to as
which are businesses that demonstrate the ability to
disproportionately impact key economic indicators such
as job creation, revenue growth, and capital attraction;
minority companies considered startup and small will
also be serviced. In addition to growing minority-owned
companies spurring economic development and job
growth, the Urban Entrepreneur Partnership also will
seek to foster entrepreneurship and capture critical data
neaded to impact public policy.

W -
Gazelles
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Strengthen our Strengths

* Minority Business Initiative

(b)(8)
We are committed to executing and assisting other
state agencies to take the actions outlined in Executive
Order 2008-125: Enhancing the State's Procurement
Process through the Establishment of “Think Ohio
First” and other Procurement Best Practices. Our
Department will strive to increase participation in the
Encouraging Diversity, Growth and Equity (EDGE) and
Minority Business Enterprise programs to prepare more
businesses to have greater access to procurement
opportunities awarded by the State of Ohio. Governor
Strickland put forward the Executive Order to reinforce
our state’s commitment to minority-owned and
disadvantaged businesses. The order will help ensure all
businesses have equal access to compete for and enter
into state contracts.

We also will revitalize our programs for minority
business — the Mmarn'n,r Business Lnan ngram
and the C ipitial Ac Pt IRl n sigrfican thy
increasing outreach tu our state’s busmess and lending
communities, streamhmng the program'’s cperatmns
d increasing the flexibil f the program } S|
m:nnm\r business, all wnh 1he same goal of rmrrgnratmg
programs that have experienced unacceptably low levels
of activity for many years. We will revive and enhance
the programs to improve their reach and value to
minority-owned enterprises.

* Ohio Lender Participation Program (g

Our Metrics and Targets

We will 4mplement the Dhm Lender Partm:patmn
Program to bring financial institutions and our Build a More Globally-Competitive
Department together to asslst srnaFI business growth.
Our voluntary Ohio Lender Participation Program will

Economy

waork with Ohio's banks, credit unions, and insurance Baseline Target 2020
companies to achieve greater usage of the state's
financial assistance progr incraase pamticipatior Export Growth 74%, 10.0%
in these programs by mrnnraw enterpnses and smau
businesses, and track the efforts and success in Targeted Industries,
increasing access to capital and other resources critical Parcent of Gross State TBD TBD
to small business’ long-term growth and survival. Product

. Venture Capital
There currently exists a market gap for many small Investmant Parcent of 14%, 20%
businesses, minority-owned enterprises, and Midwest

entrepreneurs needing to obtain working capital to grow
their businesses,. Warking in pannersh:p w:th the private
-=':--I'il|'.-'-l.-. FLIT ) T ni ||

close this market gap by pmnee;mg new tending models
designed to increase access to growth and working
capital, advance the development of community-based
incubators and micro-lending to promote business start-
ups, and expand access to critical technical assistance.

Ohio

TBD -To be developed as measures are calibrated

Percentage Export Growth: Exports are critical to our
state's economic future. Exports fuel incomes in the state
by exchanging goods and services for income. Presently,
Ohio's companies ship $42.4 billion of goods annually to
205 countries. Ohio is the only state to experience export
growth each year over the past decade and ranks eighth
in the nation for the total value of goods and services

xpartad, Over the past five yvears the average export

Department of
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(b)(6)

growth rate was 7.4 percent. The growth rate will be
caleulated as a five-year moving average. The yearto-yeal
growth rate is calculated, and that rate will be averaged

over a five year period,

larger: Our Department will monitor and improve the
performance of the nine statewide targeted industries over
the next twelve years. Source: U.5. Bureau of Economic
Analysis and Economy.com.

farget: During tha next decade, Oluo’s five-year average
annual growth rate will increase by ten percent. The data
are obtained from the U.S. Department of Commerce.

Venture Capital Investment as Percentage of Midwest
Venture Capital Investment: Our economy can only
grow if the top lines of the income statements of our
state’s companies also grow. Key to top line growth

are new products and processes, and a critical source

of new products is new firms that have growth as their
dominant corporate objective. This means that the ability
of Ohio’s start-up companies to attract institutional
venture capital is an early indicator of future economic
success. Currently, investment by the venture capital

Percentage of Total Gross State Product Generated for
the State's Targeted Industries: Focusing our investments
and efforts is another key element of our economic
development strategy. Wa have identified nine targeted
groups of related industries that have the potential to
propel Ohio's economic growth forward. Measuring the

contribution of these industry clusters as a group, as well
as each of its components, is important to ensure our
state is focusing its scarce resources on our real economic
drivers. This variable is an accountability measure, where
some of the others are performance measures. This
variable gauges the contribution of each of the targeted
industries to Gross State Product. The targeted industries
nre each linked to specific North Amencan Standard
Industnal Clazsification Codes (NAICS), and Gross State

Product is reported by these same NAICS codes.

industry is disproportionately concentrated in California
and Massachusetts, reflecting the recent history of both
the industry and of those two states. The Midwest is a
small market for venture capitalists, but it is growing and
institutional venture capital firms are rapidly expanding in
the region. Therefore, our share of regional market activity
is @ good measure of our state's competiveness in this
growing market.

farget: Ohio currently comprises fourteen percent of

the venture capital dollars invested in the Midwest. As

the market grows and evolves with Ohio generating

both opportunities for financing and new growth
companies, it is expected that Ohio’s share of the Midwest
market will increasae to twenty-five percent, Source

PriceWaterhouseCoopers annual Moneytree Report.

Oh' Department of
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Strengthen our Strengths

Implementation Timeline

Goal 2: Build on our Strengths

Link and leverage our inventive past with our innovative future.

Name of Initiative Time to Implementation
Short Intermediate Long
0-24 mo’s. 2-4 Years 5+ Years.

Economic Development Incentives
Modemization

Targeted Industry Development Teams

Integration of Technology-Based Economic
Development Programs

Next Generation of Ohio Third Frontier

Check Ohio First

Ohio Lender Participation Program

The Minority Business Initiative

Key:
Launch Initiative
Ongoing initiative

- Department of
Ohlo E Development
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APPENDIX A.1.3

OHIO HOUSE BILL 1 SUMMARY

RATIONALE: SUMMARY OF
OHIO'S MAJOR EDUCATION REFORM
LEGISLATION WITH HIGHLIGHTS OF

KEY ELEMENTS THAT SUPPORT

OHIO'S RACE TO THE TOP
APPLICATION.

REFERENCED IN:
CROSS-CUTTING
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Summary of Selected Education Provisions
in House Bill 1 Supporting Ohio’s Race to the Top Plan

= Ohio Evidence-Based Model
o House Bill 1 implemented a hew Ohio Evidence-Based Model (OEBM) to fund public education in Ohio.
o The OEBM:
= Determines an adequate funding amount based upon the unique needs of students;
= Assures that instructional quality and the components needed to drive this goal drive the
resources;
=  Provides flexibility responsive to Ohio’s unique circumstances and priorities;
=  Uses research to inform what is needed for student success;
®  Maximizes transparency;
= s easy to understand;
= Addresses disparities across all Ohio school districts in a systematic way; and
* Recognizes the different needs of a 21* century education.

o House Bill 1 Applies the OEBM to city, exempted village, and local school districts. Specifically does not
apply the OEBM to community schools, STEM schools, open enrollment students, and PSEO students,
but codifies a per-pupil funding method for those students based on current law. Adjustments to EBM
for payments to community schools and STEM schools as well as other payments/transfers are as
follows:

1. Sets the formula amount for community schools and STEM schools at $5,718 in FY 10
and $5,703 in FY11, except for computing deductions and payments for special
education and vocational education.

2. For special education and vocational education, specifies that deductions and payments
be computed by multiplying the respective fiscal year 2009 weight times $5,732.

3. Setsthe formula amount at $5,732 for both fiscal years for open enrollment and PSEO
students.

4. Authorizes the State Superintendent and the Chancellor of the Board of Regents jointly
to adopt rules allowing school districts, community schools, STEM schools, and
nonpublic schools to enter into alternative funding agreements to use an alternate
funding formula to calculate or alternate method to transmit payments to colleges and
universities for high school students taking college courses through PSEO programs,
including Seniors to Sophomores.

o Ohio School Funding Advisory Council

®  House Bill 1 Creates a permanent Ohio School Funding Advisory Council to provide
recommendations to the State Board, the General Assembly and the public every two years on
the adequacy of the evidence-based school funding model (OEBM).

= Establishes a subcommittee of the Ohio School Funding Advisory Council to make
recommendations for fostering collaboration between school districts and community schools
and permits the Council to establish other subcommittees.

= Spending and Reporting Requirements
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Specifies that the State Superintendent’s rules for spending and reporting of components in the core
academic strategy category must provide flexibility in determining how to spend funds depending on
the district’s current academic performance rating, instead of merely requiring flexibility for “effective”
and “excellent” districts.

Specifies that districts rated as “excellent” or “excellent with distinction” are not subject to spending
rules, but are subject to reporting rules.

Modifies the current requirement for the State Board to develop a standard for reporting financial
information to the public by (1) requiring districts and Educational Service Centers to report revenues
and expenditures by school building and (2) eliminating a requirement that the reporting format include
year-to-year comparisons of budgets over a five-year period. (The amendment does not apply the
requirement to community schools and STEM schools.)

Requires school districts to spend portions of their federal stimulus funds on services to students in
nonpublic schools as prescribed by federal law.

Standards and Curriculum Models

O

Requires the State Board, by June 30, 2010, and at least once every five years thereafter, to adopt new
statewide academic standards for all grades in English language arts, mathematics, science, and social
studies and adopt model curricula reflecting the revised standards by March 31, 2011.

Requires the State Board, after completing the standards listed above, to revise the academic standards
and model curricula for grades K-12 in fine arts and foreign language, revise the standards and curricula
in computer literacy and expand them to cover grades K-12, and adopt standards and curricula for
grades K-12 in the new area of financial literacy and entrepreneurship.

Requires that all academic standards specify (1) skills related to creativity and innovation, critical
thinking, problem solving, communication and collaboration, (2) skills that promote information, media,
and technological literacy, (3) skills that promote productivity, accountability, leadership and
responsibility, and (4) interdisciplinary, project-based real world learning opportunities.

Requires the State Board to convene a committee of national and state experts and local practitioners to
provide guidance in the design of the updated standards and model curricula.

Requires the Educator Standards Board’s standards for teachers to reflect the revised academic
standards

Requires the State Superintendent to present the revised standards and model curricula in the core
academic areas to the House and Senate education committees at least 45 days prior to the deadline for

their adoption.

Assessments

O

Requires that the State Board, State Superintendent, and Chancellor of the Board of Regents develop a
new high school assessment system to replace the Ohio Graduation Tests (OGT) that consists of (1) a
nationally standardized assessment in science, mathematics, and English/language arts, (2) a series of
end-of-course examinations in science, mathematics, English language arts, and social studies, and (3) a
senior capstone project.

Requires the State Board to adopt rules for implementing the new high school assessment system.
Requires the State Superintendent to present the new high school assessment system to the House and
Senate education committees at least 45 days before the State Board adopts a resolution directing the

ODE to file the rules implementing the system in final form.
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O

Combines the separate grade-level reading and writing achievement assessments and diagnostic
assessment into the single subject of English language arts.

®  Local Curriculum Requirements

O

Clarifies that a high school that permits students below the ninth grade to take advanced work for high
school credit must award high school credit for successful completion of that work.

Revises the current law permitting school districts to include community service education within their
educational programs by: (1) adding permissive authority for community and STEM schools, (2) requiring
the State Superintendent to develop guidelines for a scoring rubric for school officials to use to evaluate
community service projects, (3) requiring the State Superintendent to adopt rules for granting a student
special certification, recognition, or notification upon successful completion of an approved community

service project.

=  Minimum Operating Standards

O

Requires that the State Board adopt minimum operating standards for school districts, which districts
must comply with unless they receive a waiver from the State Superintendent. Specifies that the
operating standards override any conflicting provisions of a collective bargaining agreement. The
operating standards must include (1) standards for the effective and efficient organization,
administration, and supervision of districts, (2) standards for the establishment of business advisory
councils and family and civic engagement teams, (3) standards for incorporating the classifications of the
components of the adequacy amount into core academic strategy components and academic
improvement components, and (4) standards for school district organizational units.

Requires that the Educator Standards Board’s standards for teachers, principals, superintendents, and
treasurers be aligned with the minimum operating standards.

Requires that the State Board’s existing minimum standards for all public schools require instructional
materials and equipment, including library materials, to be aligned with the academic content

standards.

*  Educator Programs

O

Makes regular classroom teachers who become licensed for the first time on or after January 1, 2011,
eligible for a continuing contract (tenure) after seven years of holding an educator license.

Permits the creation of the Ohio Teaching Program to provide undergraduate scholarships for qualified
students going into the teaching profession who commit to teaching at a hard-to-staff or academic
watch or emergency public school for at least four years if there is sufficient funding for the program.
Failure to fulfill the four-year teaching commitment will result in a conversion of the scholarship into a
loan that accrues interest at 10% annually.

Transfers responsibility for approving teacher preparation programs from the State Board to the
Chancellor of the Board of Regents and expands the requirement to include approval of preparation
programs for other school personnel. Directs the Chancellor, jointly with the State Superintendent, to:
(1) establish metrics and educator preparation programs for the preparation of educators and other
school personnel, and (2) provide for inspection of the institutions.

Requires the Chancellor to issue an annual report on the quality of approved teacher preparation
institutions.

Educator Standards Board (ESB)
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= Requires the ESB to develop a method of measuring the academic improvement of individual
students over a one-year period and to make recommendations for incorporating the
measurement, as one of multiple evaluation criteria, into eligibility for teacher or principal
licenses, the Ohio Teacher Residency Program and the Board’s model teacher and principal
evaluation instruments.

= Allows the State Board to extend the duration of a resident educator license and the alternative
resident educator license, on a case-by-case basis, to enable the license holder to complete the
Ohio Teacher Residency Program.

= Directs the ESB to adopt criteria that certain applicants for a lead professional educator license
must meet to be considered a lead teacher. Specifies that meeting either the definition of a
master teacher or the criteria developed for a lead teacher suffice as qualification for a lead
professional educator license.

= Requires ODE, in consultation with the ESB and by December 31, 2010, to develop a model peer
assistance and review program and to make recommendations to expand the use of peer
assistance and review programs in school districts. Specifies that the model program must
include the following elements: (1) releasing experienced teachers from instructional duties for
up to three years to mentor and evaluate new and underperforming teachers, (2) targeted
professional development, and (3) a committee containing representatives of teachers and the
employer to review evaluations and make recommendations regarding teachers’ continued
employment.

= Directs the ESB to develop and recommend to the State Board of Education standards for school
district superintendents and treasurers and standards for school district treasurers and business

managers.

=  Community Schools

O

O

Eliminates the two-year wait before ODE begins issuing annual report cards for a community school.
Exempts from consideration the ratings on the report cards for the first two years a community school
has been in existence from automatic closure or any other matter based on report card ratings.

Clarifies that ODE’s authority to oversee and monitor community school sponsors applies to all

sponsors, regardless of whether or not they must initially be approved by ODE for sponsorship.

Requires ODE’s annual report on community schools to include the performance of community school
sponsors.

Revises the exception to the cap on new start-up community schools by prohibiting contracts with
operators that manage other schools in Ohio, unless at least one of those schools has a report card
rating higher than academic watch.

Permits the conversion of a building operated by a Joint Vocational School District board of education
into a community school, in the same manner as a building operated by a city, local, or exempted village
school district board of education or an Educational Service Center governing board may be converted
under current law.

Permits a community school, beginning in the 2009-2010 school year, to operate from its current facility,
rather than relocating to another school district, if the school meets the following criteria: (1) it has been
located in its current facility for at least three years, (2) it is sponsored by a school district adjacent to
the district in which the school is located, (3) it emphasizes serving gifted students, and (4) it has been
rated continuous improvement or higher for the previous three years.

4
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Specifies that if a community school closes, the chief administrative officer must transmit all educational
records to the student’s resident district within seven business days.

Adds computers and software to the instructional items for which Internet or computer-based-
community schools (e-schools) may use the per pupil amount of state funds calculated for base
classroom teachers. (Current law allows those funds to be used only for teachers, curriculum, academic
materials other than computers, and other instructional purposes designated by the State
Superintendent.)

Revises the current performance criteria that trigger automatic closure of a community school effective
July 1, 2009, as follows: (1) For schools that do not offer a grade higher than 3, requires closure if the
school has been in academic emergency for three of the four most recent years, instead of four
consecutive years; (2) For schools that offer any of grades 4 to 8 but no grade higher than 9, requires
closure if the school has been in academic emergency for two of the three most recent years, instead of
three consecutive years, and has shown less than one year of academic growth in reading or
mathematics for at least two of the three most recent years; (3) For a school that offers any of grades 10
to 12, requires closure if the school has been in academic emergency for three of the four most recent
years, instead of three consecutive years with two years not showing two years of academic growth in
reading or mathematics.

Exempts from automatic closure any community school in which a majority of the enrolled students are
children with disabilities receiving special education and related services.

Continues to prohibit a community school that was not open for operation as of May 1, 2005, from
operating from certain residential facilities that receive and care for children.

Continues to permit an early college high school that is currently run by a Big Eight school district in
partnership with a private university to operate as a start-up community school if certain conditions are
met.

= Early Childhood

O

O

O

Early Childhood Advisory Council
= Creates the Early Childhood Advisory Council to serve as the federally mandated state advisory
council for early childhood education and care, and advise the state regarding the creation and
duties of the Center for Early Childhood Development in ODE.
= Directs the Early Childhood Advisory Council to establish an Early Childhood Financing
Workgroup, to be chaired by the chairperson of the Early Childhood Advisory council, to develop
recommendations for a single financing system for early care and education programs. Requires
the Council to submit its recommendation to the Governor by December 31, 2009.
Continues the GRF-funded early childhood education program at school districts, Joint Vocational School
Districts, or Educational Service Centers for children at least three years old as of the district entry date
for kindergarten (except that children with an IEP where the early childhood education program is the
least restrictive environment may be enrolled on their third birthday), not eligible for kindergarten, and
whose families earn not more than 200% of the federal poverty guidelines.
Center for Early Childhood Development
= Directs the State Superintendent and the Governor to create the Center for Early Childhood
Development, comprised of staff from ODE, ODJFS and Health, and any other state agency as
determined necessary, to research and make recommendations regarding the transfer of
authority and responsibility to implement and coordinate early childhood programs and services
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O

for children, beginning with prenatal care until entry into kindergarten from various state
agencies to ODE.
= Directs the State Superintendent and the Governor to hire a Director for the Center for Early
Childhood Development, and requires the Director to report to the State Superintendent and
the Governor.
Creates a committee to study publicly funded child care services. Requires that the committee provide a
report of its findings by June 30, 2010. Requires that ODE provide the committee with meeting space
and clerical assistance.

=  State Education Technology Plan

O

= Other

Transfers the responsibility for developing a state education technology plan from the State Board to
the eTech Ohio Commission. Requires the Commission to consult with the State Board in the
development and modification of the plan.

Changes the purpose of the state education technology plan from “promoting the use of technological
advancements in educational settings” to “creating an aligned educational technology system that spans
preschool to postsecondary education and complies with federal mandates.”

Requires the eTech Ohio Commission to “implement” the plan (but does not specify any powers or
duties with which to do so and retains budget language requiring ODE to maintain a system of
information technology throughout the state).

Allows the State Superintendent to create the Center for Creativity and Innovation within ODE.

Provides up to $500,000 to support the administration and activities of the Governor’s Closing the
Achievement Gap Initiative in GRF 200100, Personal Services.

Requires ODE to share aggregate student value-added data and calculations, analyses, and reports using
aggregate student value-added data with the Chancellor of the Board of Regents.

Requires school districts to appoint a family and civic engagement team and permits districts to appoint
one committee to function as both that team and a business advisory council, which city and exempted
village districts must appoint under current law. Permits community schools and STEM schools to
appoint a family and civic engagement team.

Requires the State Board, by January 29, 2010, to develop a list of best practices for improving parental
involvement in schools for optional use by public and nonpublic schools. Requires the list be made
available on the ODE web site.

Abolishes the Partnership for Continued Learning and transfers duties of the Partnership to ODE as
applicable. Replaces and transfers the responsibilities of the STEM subcommittee of the Partnership to
an independent STEM committee.

Requires the eTech Ohio Commission, with assistance from ODE and in consultation with the Board of
Regents, to develop and implement a pilot project to provide at least two Advanced Placement courses
and one foreign language interactive distance learning course through grants to eligible schools.
Earmarks the lesser of one-half of the amount allocated to the state for federal EETT grants or $4.5
million each fiscal year from FED appropriation item 200641, Education Technology, for the pilot project
and requires ODE and the Commission to enter into a memorandum of understanding. Qualifies entities
eligible under federal EETT Act for the grants and permits schools not awarded a grant to participate in
the pilot project at their own expense.

6
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APPENDIX A.1.4

OHIO EDUCATION REFORM LEGISLATION
SUMMARY

RATIONALE: SUMMARY OF
OHIO'S MAJOR EDUCATION REFORM
LEGISLATION OVER THE LAST TEN
YEARS.

REFERENCED IN:

(A))
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OHIO’S 10-YEAR LEGISLATIVE HISTORY
Summary History of Student Success and School Accountability

In response to an Ohio Supreme Court decision, the 122™ General Assembly (1997) passed House
Bill (HB) 412 (Cates, R-West Chester) and SB (SB) 55 (Watts, R-Dublin). HB 412 enacted fiscal
accountability measures for districts, which included allowing the Auditor of State to conduct a
performance audit of a school district that is in a state of fiscal watch or fiscal emergency. SB 55
enacted academic accountability measures for districts including increased graduation requirements
and specified performance measures.

In his 2000 State of the State Address, Governor Taft proposed creation of the Governor’s
Commission for Student Success. This bipartisan commission was comprised of educators, parents,
students, employers, school board members, and legislators. Their charge was to identify what Ohio
students should know and be able to do at the end of each grade, how to clearly communicate those
expectations, and how to fairly assess progress. Recommendations from the Commission were then
drafted into legislation and introduced as SB 1 (Robert Gardner, R-Madison) in the 124th General
Assembly.

SB 1 (approved in 2001) required the State Board of Education to adopt clear academic standards in
reading, writing, math, science and social studies for grades K-12. SB 1 implemented a schedule for
eliminating the proficiency tests and phasing in new achievement tests that are based on the new
academic content standards. The bill also modified the fourth-grade reading guarantee, included an
alternative method for a student to gain a diploma, instituted diagnostic assessments, required the
development of new performance indicators for rating districts and buildings, and established the
Governor’s Commission on Teaching Success.

As a result of the Federal No Child Left Behind (NCLB) legislation, states were required to put
together their plans for complying with the new rules and submit the plans to the Federal government
for approval. Ohio had just overhauled its statewide testing and accountability laws when SB 1 was
signed by the Governor in June of 2001. Reforms in SB 1 were the result of recommendations from a
bipartisan Governor’s Commission on Student Success. The changes required in NCLB meant that
Ohio needed to make adjustments to the new law to bring the state into compliance with the new
Federal law.

The State Board of Education developed a plan to comply with the new Federal requirements. HB 3
(Schlichter, R-Washington Court House) was introduced in the 125™ General Assembly (and
approved in 2003) to implement the accountability plan developed by the State Board and to bring
Ohio into compliance with NCLB. This comprehensive legislation made several changes to Ohio’s
testing and accountability laws in the areas of state-wide testing, student intervention, school ratings,
adequate yearly progress, value-added progress, and accountability requirements. In addition, the
legislation created the Ohio Accountability Task Force to oversee the new accountability measures
for districts and buildings and report to the State Board of Education on these issues.

In the spring of 2007, the US Department of Education approved Ohio’s proposal for the use of a
growth model in Ohio’s accountability system. In 2008, Senate Concurrent Resolution 18 (Padgett,
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R-Coshocton) authorized the implementation of the growth model and provided for a uniform
minimum subgroup size of 30 students.

In 2007, SB 311 (Randall Gardner, R-Bowling Green) of the 126™ General Assembly established the
Ohio Core program as the standard expectation for all students graduating from high school. The bill
increased graduation requirements for high school students to include additional emphasis on science
and mathematics, including a requirement that every high school student complete a course in
Algebra II. Each school is required to integrate the study of economics and financial literacy, as
expressed in the social studies academic content standards. Under the bill, students are also required
to earn five elective units consisting of any combination of foreign language, fine arts, business,
career-technical education, family and consumer sciences, technology, agricultural education, or
English language arts, mathematics, science, or social studies courses are also required.

In July 2008, the US Department of Education approved Ohio’s differentiated accountability model
proposal. This provided the Department new flexibilities around the school improvement process.
The 127" General Assembly passed HB 420 (Brinkman, R-Cincinnati) allowing the Ohio
Department of Education (ODE) to incorporate the differentiated accountability model into the
State’s accountability system.

HB 290 (Bubp, R-West Union and Pryor, D-Huntington Twp) was approved in 2009, and authorized
ODE and the Chancellor of the Board of Regents to establish a longitudinal data system for students
in public elementary and secondary schools and public institutions of higher education. The effort
combined student data using the ODE’s existing system for giving each student a unique student
identifier number.

Summary History of Teaching Success Initiatives

SB 2 (Robert Gardner, R-Madison) was introduced in 2004 (125" General Assembly) to implement
recommendations from the Governor’s Commission on Teaching Success to improve recruitment and
retention of high quality teachers and principals and help them reach their professional potential. SB
2 created a 21- member Educator Standards Board (ESB) and charged its members with several
responsibilities, among which was developing and recommending standards for people entering and
continuing in the teaching and school administrating professions.

In 2006, the General Assembly passed HB 107 (Setzer, R-Vandalia), which required the State Board
of Education to adopt standards for teacher preparation programs that require the curricula of those
programs to be aligned with the state academic content standards, the minimum standards for
primary and secondary schools, and the value-added progress dimension developed by the
Department of Education.

In 2009, HB 1 (Sykes, D-Akron) establishes a new multi-tiered licensing structure with very specific
requirements and support. Perhaps the most significant change under this structure is the requirement
that teachers new to the profession receive a 4-year resident educator license, which must include
successful completion of a resident educator program (including mentoring from an experienced
teacher) before transitioning to a professional educator license.

Under HB 1, teachers would be ineligible for continuing contracts (tenure) for seven years after their

initial license in received. Other provisions included a requirement to develop a model peer review
program and a requirement to develop a method of measuring the academic improvement of
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individual students over a 1-year period and making recommendations for incorporating this
measurement as one of multiple evaluation criteria for teacher and principal licensure.

Summary History of Statewide Testing

The first state-wide assessments were instituted in 1987 by HB 231 (Hining, D-New Philadelphia).
This legislation required 9™-grade testing beginning in 1990 and 12™-grade testing starting in 1994.
HB 55 (Gerberry, D-Youngstown) expanded upon HB 231 by adding science to the 9"-grade tests
and adding statewide assessments in the 4™ and 6™ grades. In 1999, SB 55 (Watts, R-Dublin) phased
out the 9™-grade tests and phased in a new graduation test.

The Governor’s Commission for Student Success recommended that the state’s proficiency test laws
be revamped. SB 1 (Robert Gardner, R-Madison) of the 124™ General Assembly (2001)
implemented a schedule for eliminating the proficiency tests and phasing in of new achievement tests
that are based on the academic standards. HB 3 (Schlichter, R-Washington Court House) of the 125"
General Assembly (2003) made further changes to the State’s testing program in order to bring Ohio
into compliance with the Federal NCLB Act.

HB 1 (Sykes, D-Akron) of the 128" General Assembly (2009) made multiple changes to Ohio’s
accountability system. It required the State Board of Education to revise academic content standards
in all subjects. Once the standards are revised (June 2010), new model curricula are to be developed
based upon these revisions. Ultimately, Ohio’s Achievement Assessments will be revised to fully
align with the standards and model curricula revisions.

The measure also requires that the State Board of Education, State Superintendent, and Chancellor of
the Board of Regents develop a new high school assessment system to replace the Ohio Graduation
Tests (OGT) that consists of (1) a nationally standardized assessment in science, mathematics, and
English/language arts; (2) a series of end-of-course examinations in science, mathematics, English
language arts, and social studies; and (3) a senior capstone project.

Summary History of School Safety

Educator Misconduct

Approved in 2006, HB 79 (Raga, R-Mason) of the 126™ General Assembly provided school districts
with better information about applicants seeking employment as well as enabled the State Board of
Education to take action when reports of educator misconduct surface.

HB 79 required school districts to report allegations of educator misconduct to ODE. This legislation
addressed situations occurring when an individual was quietly dismissed by a school board due to
allegations of misconduct. Because the allegation was not proven, this information was not shared
with other school boards. Before HB 79, there was no requirement that this information be shared
with the State Board of Education, which meant that these educators could move to a new district
potentially placing students in dangerous situations. The bill also required additional criminal
background checks when an educator renews his or her license.

The 2007 passage of HB 190 (Hite, R-Findlay) and the 2008 passage of HB 428 (Setzer, R-Vandalia)
expanded upon HB 79. HB 190 required school districts, educational service centers, community
schools, STEM schools and chartered nonpublic schools to request background checks for all job
applicants and employees once every 5 years, and required that all school employees, including State
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Board of Education licensees, have both a state and Federal background check. In addition, HB 190
gave the State Board of Education the ability to revoke an expired license for misconduct and
charged the Educator Standards Board with making recommendations for an educator code of
conduct.

HB 428 expanded upon the provisions in HB 190. This legislation contained provisions to streamline
the educator misconduct investigation and disciplinary processes. Additionally, the bill required ODE
to participate in receiving notifications through the Bureau of Criminal Identification and
Investigations Retained Applicant Fingerprint Database of the arrest or conviction of licensed
educators. Several provisions were included to simplify and clarify the requirements and procedures
for criminal background checks of educators. The bill also contained provisions to clearly outline
who is responsible for making reports of educator misconduct to ODE and establishes penalties for
making a false report of educator misconduct to ODE and establishes penalties for failure to make a
report. Lastly, HB 428 provided immunity from civil liability to persons who make good-faith
reports about misconduct by school employees.

Student Criminal History Available to Schools

Approved in 2004, HB 106 (Bryan Williams, R-Akron) was designed to provide local school
officials with more information about Department of Youth Services (DYS) parolees entering the
school setting. This information will help school leaders determine the best placement for the
student, including consideration of an alternative school. The bill requires that within 14 days of the
discharge or release of a child from the custody of DYS, the Department shall provide the school
superintendent with: a report outlining the child’s behavior in school while in the custody of DYS;
the child’s current individualized education program, if a program had been developed for the child;
a summary of the institutional record of the child’s behavior, and an updated copy of the child’s
school transcript. The records released to the superintendent shall remain confidential and are not
considered public records. In addition, HB 106 specifically adds students released or discharged from
DYS custody to the list of students who may be served by alternative schools.

School Safety Plans

SB 1 (Robert Gardner, R-Madison) in the 123™ General Assembly (2001) strengthened school safety
measures in Ohio. This legislation required a court to impose an additional prison term of 2 years for
violent offenses that occur within a school safety zone. A school safety zone is defined to include
school buildings, school premises as well as school buses and school-sponsored activities. SB 1 also
required that comprehensive school safety plans be established for individual school buildings to help
better ensure that a school building would be prepared in the event of an emergency. SB 184 (Spada,
R-North Royalton) in the 124™ General Assembly (2002) included a provision that required that
these school building safety plans be provided to law enforcement.

The 126™ General Assembly continued to build on school readiness to deal with breaches in health
and safety in all school buildings. The passage of HB 422 (Hughes, R-Clintonville) in 2006, required
that each school safety plan be updated every 3 years, or when school building construction causes
the plan to become outdated. The requirement for having to adopt a school safety plan was also
extended to community and chartered nonpublic schools. In addition, HB 422 required schools to
conduct at least one safety drill every year where students are secured in the building instead of being
evacuated.
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Educators Reporting Child Abuse

In 2005, SB 137 (Goodman, R-Bexley) increased the penalty for mandatory reporters who fail to
report child abuse from a fourth-degree misdemeanor to a first-degree misdemeanor if the child
suffers or faces the threat of suffering an injury when the child is under the direct care of the person.

Bullying

HB 276 (J. Stewart, R-Albany) of the 126™ General Assembly (2006) required that each school adopt
a policy that defines and prohibits any harassment, intimidation or bullying of another student. The
bill also directed the State Board of Education to adopt a model policy that districts may use to
construct their own policy.

HB 19 (Harwood, D-Niles) of the 128" General Assembly (2009) requires each school to incorporate
violence within a dating relationship into its policy prohibiting student harassment, intimidation, or
bullying. The measure also added a requirement that each school district include dating violence
prevention education for grades 7-12 within the district’s health curriculum.

Increased Penalties for Shots Fired Near Schools

HB 442 (Schuring, R-North Canton) of the 124™ General Assembly (2002) expanded the law to ban
the use of a firearm, without permission, not only in the school safety zone, but also with 1,000 feet
of a school building or the boundaries of the school premises. The bill specified that the individual
committing the offense would have to do so with the intent to cause physical harm, panic, or fear of
harm to a person who is in the school or at a function or event associated with the school. The
penalty for violating this law is a felony of the second degree.

Crackdown on Truancy

Recognizing that truancy often leads to criminal behavior, SB 181 (Spada, R-North Royalton) of the
123" General Assembly (2000) required school districts to develop an intervention plan for
habitually truant students. As a result of the bill, parents faced stiffer penalties if a student is truant,
and punishments for truant students can include a requirement from a judge to attend an alternative
school, drug, or alcohol treatment; psychological treatment; community service; or any other order
that the court deems appropriate. In addition, the bill also provided that records for delinquency
adjudications such as aggravated murder, murder, rape, sexual battery, and gross sexual imposition
cannot be sealed.

Previous legislative efforts included the creation of alternative schools within the Department of
Youth Services and classifying assaults against teachers as felony offenses.

Summary History of Community Schools

Ohio’s first community school law was enacted in HB 215 (Johnson, R-New Concord) of the 122™
General Assembly (1997). Many changes and additions have been made in each subsequent General
Assembly.

The terms “charter school” and “community school” are used interchangeably in Ohio. Ohio law uses
the term “community school” because at the time the new law was drafted in 1997, the word
“chartered” was a term already used in Ohio law to describe public and nonpublic schools that meet
minimum requirements, or are “chartered,” by the State Board of Education. A community school is
created through a contract between the individuals starting the school (the governing authority) and
the entity that agrees to sponsor the school. The contract, or charter, details the school’s mission, how
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the school will be operated, what will be taught and how success will be measured. Community
schools are exempt from most laws that pertain to traditional public schools. However, if a
community school does not measure up to the terms of the contract, the contract may be terminated
and the school closed.

Every school board in Ohio has the ability to sponsor a community school by converting a portion of
its district into a community school. Community schools may generally be established by an entity
other than a school board in the Big 8 urban school districts, which are districts that are rated as
academic watch or academic emergency, or in a school district in the original community school
pilot project area (Lucas County).

Originally, the State Board of Education was designated by law as a sponsor of community schools.
Following recommendations from the State Auditor who completed a performance audit of
community schools in February 2002, HB 364 (Husted, R-Dayton) required that the State Board of
Education no longer sponsor schools and instead shift its focus to greater oversight of schools and
sponsors. Entities in Ohio that may sponsor community schools include: educational service centers;
the board of education of any joint vocational school district; the boards of trustees of the 13 State
universities and any qualified tax exempt 501(C)(3) organization that has been in operation for at
least 5 years, has assets of at least $500,000, and is an education-oriented entity that fosters
education, as determined by ODE.

New Accountability Requirements

Reports of poor academic performance and operational problems in some community schools
prompted Senate Republicans to push for more reform to Ohio’s community school laws in HB 66
(Calvert, R-Medina) of the 126th General Assembly (2005).

Caps on New Schools

HB 66 capped the growth of the number of community schools to not more than 30 more schools
sponsored by districts and 30 more schools sponsored by other approved entities until July1, 2007.
Operators that have demonstrated success by managing a community school rated as Excellent,
Effective, or in a state of Continuous Improvement may open one new school outside the cap for
every successful school they operate.

HB 1 (Sykes, D-Akron) of the 128™ General Assembly (2009) revised the exception to the cap on
new start-up community schools by prohibiting contracts with operators that manage other schools in
Ohio, unless at least one of those schools has a report card rating higher than academic watch.

New Limits for Sponsors

Concern about sponsors taking on more schools than they could adequately monitor prompted
legislators to include a provision in HB 66 that permits sponsors with more than 50 schools to
maintain the number of schools they sponsor but prohibits them from sponsoring new schools.
Sponsors with more than 75 schools were required to reduce the number to 75 by the 2006-2007
school year.

E-School Reforms

HB 66 prohibited any new e-school that was not in operation as of May 1, 2005 from opening. In
addition, beginning in Fiscal Year 2007, e-schools were required to demonstrate that they were
spending at least the teacher component building block of base cost funding formula on student
mstruction. Instruction includes the cost of teachers, curricula, and academic and other instructional
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materials (other than computers). If ODE determines that the school is not meeting the new
requirement, the school will be fined for either the amount of funds it under spent on instruction or 5
percent of the state aid the school receives—whichever is greater.

Closing Persistently Low Performing Schools

In 2006, HB 79 (Raga, R-Mason) instituted the closing of low-performing community schools. Any
community school that has been in Academic Emergency for three consecutive years and has shown
less than two standard years of academic growth in either reading or mathematics will permanently
close at the conclusion of the next school year. These provisions do not apply to community schools
with a dropout prevention and recovery program.

HB 1 (Sykes, D-Akron), approved in 2009, revised the performance criteria that trigger automatic
closure of a community schools and exempted from automatic closure any community school in
which a majority of the enrolled students are children with disabilities receiving special education
and related services.

Summary History of School Choice

Educational Choice Scholarship Pilot Program

HB 66 (Calvert, R-Medina) of the 126™ General Assembly (2005) created the EdChoice Scholarship
Program that made 14,000 scholarships available for students in low-performing schools to attend
participating chartered nonpublic schools beginning in the 2006-2007 school year. The original
legislation limited eligibility to students attending school in buildings that had been rated as
Academic Emergency for at least three consecutive years and to community school students who had
been entitled to attend school in those buildings. Students in the Cleveland City School District
remained eligible for the Cleveland Scholarship Program (described later), but were not permitted to
participate in the EdChoice Scholarship Program.

In the spring of 2006, HB 530 (Calvert, R-Medina) expanded eligibility to include students attending
schools that had been rated either Academic Watch or Academic Emergency for at least three
consecutive years, and to community school students who had been entitled to attend school in those
buildings. Again, students in the Cleveland School District remained eligible for the existing
Cleveland Scholarship Program instead of the EdChoice Scholarship program.

HB 66 mandated that economically-disadvantaged students be given first priority for scholarships.
Students participating in the scholarship program are required to take state achievement tests and
their scores are reported to the Department of Education.

Once a student receives a scholarship, he or she can renew the scholarship through high school
provided the student does not move to another school district, takes all required state achievement
tests and does not miss more than 20 days of school in a school year without a written doctor’s
excuse. In the spring of 2010, applications for scholarships reached and exceeded the 14,000
scholarship allotment.

Special Education Scholarship Program Pilot Program

A new pilot project was created in HB 95 (Calvert, R-Medina) of the 125" General Assembly (2003)
to provide more educational options for children with autism. The Special Education Scholarship
Pilot Program provides scholarships for children with autism to be used for public or nonpublic
special education programs that are not operated by the child’s school district.
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Credit Flexibility

SB 311 (Randall Gardner, R-Bowling Green) of the 126™ General Assembly (2006) requires school
district to implement plans which allow students to earn units of high school credit based on a
demonstration of subject area competency, instead of or in combination with completing hours of
classroom instruction. Credit flexibility options will be available to students in the 2010-2011
academic year.

STEM Schools

HB 119 (Calvert, R-Medina) of the 127™ General Assembly (2007) allowed for the creation of up to
five independent public science, technology, engineering and mathematics (STEM) schools teaching
any of grades 6-12. These schools were selected by a subcommittee of the Partnership for Continued
Learning based on submitted proposals.

Additional Cheice Options

Additional school choice options available to students include attendance at a joint vocational school
(career-technical centers), post-secondary enrollment, open enrollment, and the Cleveland
Scholarship and Tutoring Program (for students in the Cleveland Municipal School District).

Summary History of Education Redesign

The 126™ General Assembly (2005) enacted SB 6 (Padgett, R-Coshocton) to better coordinate and
advance a seamless education system through the creation of the Partnership for Continued Learning.
This bipartisan partnership is chaired by the Governor and is comprised of leaders in education,
business, and government at the state and local level who are dedicated to improving education. The
partnership is charged with forming a more coordinated, continuous education system for all Ohio
students beginning with early childhood programs and continuing through higher education. The
partnership is working to expand access and other learning opportunities for children under age five,
encourage more students to enter higher education and expand access to workforce development for
adults seeking retraining,

HB 115 (Setzer, R-Vandalia) of the 126™ General Assembly (2006) created the Educational Regional
Service System to provide greater regional decision-making in determining how services are
provided to local districts. The Blue Ribbon Task Force on Financing Student Success recommended
in its February 2005 report that the regional delivery of education services to school districts be
improved to eliminate duplicative efforts and make the system more efficient to better serve school
districts. The bill divides the state into 16 regions that determine how state-funded services for school
improvement, technical assistance, professional development, etc. are best delivered in that region.
Money flowing to each region is channeled through one common fiscal agent representing each of
the 16 regions. The creation of regional committees and subcommittees ensures that all interests are
represented in deciding how services are provided and that efficiencies are shared between districts
and service providers.
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APPENDIX A.1.5

CROSSWALK OF RACE TO THE Top, OHIO
HOUSE BILL 1 AND THE ELEMENTARY AND
SECONDARY EDUCATION ACT
REAUTHORIZATION BLUEPRINT

RATIONALE: MATRIX SHOWING
THE ALIGNMENT OF THE RACE TO
THE TOP CRITERIA, HOUSE BILL 1,
OHIO'S MAJOR EDUCATION REFORM
LEGISLATION AND THE BLUEPRINT
FOR THE REAUTHORIZATION OF
ESEA.

REFERENCED IN:

(A))
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Alignment of Race to the Top,
Blueprint for ESEA Reauthorization and Ohio House Bill 1

STANDARDS AND ASSESSMENTS

Develop and adopt a common set of
K-12 standards.

Jointly develop common, high-quality
assessments with other states.

Support the statewide transition to and
implementation of internationally-
benchmarked K-12 standards and
high-quality assessments.

Develop and adopt standards in English
language arts and mathematics that build
toward college and career readiness.

Develop and implement the upgraded
assessments aligned to college and career-
ready standards.

Support states, districts, school leaders and
teachers through improved professional
development and evidence-based instructional
models and supports.

Adopt new statewide academic standards for
all grades in English language arts,
mathematics, science and social studies.

Develop assessments that align with the new
standards and a new high school assessment
system to replace the Ohio Graduation Tests
(OGT).

Adopt model curricula reflecting the revised
standards.

Develop college and career ready standards
aligned to 21st Century skills.

Measure the extent to which state
longitudinal data systems meet the America
COMPETES Act.

Ensure access to state data to inform and
engage key stakeholders and ensure that the
data support decision-makers in continuous
improvement.

Increase use of instructional information
systems, provide professional development
on their use and share data with researchers
to evaluate the effectiveness of instructional
practices, materials and supports.

DATA SYSTEMS

Not addressed in ESEA but addressed in
federal America COMPETES Act.

Gather information to determine how
schools and districts are progressing in
preparing students to graduate from high
school college- and career-ready.

Support more effective use of data to
identify local needs and improve student
outcomes.
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Addressed in HB 290, providing linkages
between K-12 and higher education data
systems.

Share value-added data with the OChio Board
of Regents.

Not addressed.




Alignment of Race to the Top,
Blueprint for ESEA Reauthorization and Ohio House Bill 1

TEACHERS AND SCHOOL LEADERS

{OUSE BILL 1

Provide alternative routes for licensure,
identify areas of teacher and principal
shortage and prepare teachers and
principals to fill these areas of shortage.

Establish clear approaches to measuring
student growth. Design and implement
rigorous, transparent and fair evaluation
systems for teachers and principais that
take into account data on student growth as
a significant factor.

Conduct annual evaluations of teachers and
principals that include timely and
constructive feedback; as part of such
evaluations, provide teachers and principals
with data on student growth for their
students, classes and schools.

Use these evaluations to inform decisions
regarding: professional development;
compensating, promoting and retaining
teachers and principals; granting tenure; and
removing ineffective teachers and principals.

Strengthen traditional and alternative
pathways to teaching and leadership.

Establish statewide definitions of “effective
teacher,” “effective principal,” “highly effective
teacher,” and “highly effective principal,”
developed in collaboration with teachers,
principals and other stakeholders, that are
based in significant part on student growth
and also include other measures, such as
classroom observations of practice.

Develop evaluation systems that (i)
meaningfully differentiate teachers and
principals by effectiveness across at least
three performance levels; (ii) are consistent
with their state’s definitions of “effective” and
“highly effective” teacher and principal; (iii)
provide meaningful feedback to teachers and
principals to improve their practice; and (iv)
are developed in collaboration with teachers,
principals and other education stakeholders.

continued on next page

Establish the Intensive Pedagogical Training
Institute for individuals seeking an
alternative resident educator license.

Develop a method of measuring the academic
improvement of individual students over a
one-year period and make recommendations
for incorporating the measurement, as one of
multiple evaluation criteria, into eligibility for
teacher or principal licenses, the Ohio Teacher
Residency Program and the Educator
Standards Board’s model teacher and
principal evaluation instruments.
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TEACHERS AND SCHOOL LEADERS

continued from previous page

Ensure the equitable distribution of teachers
and principals by developing a plan to
ensure that students in high-poverty and/or
high-minority schools have equitable access
to highly effective teachers and principals;
and increase the number and percentage of
effective teachers teaching hard-to-staff
subjects and specialty areas.

Link student achievement and student
growth data to the students’ teachers and
principals, link this information to the in-
state programs where those teachers and
principals were prepared for credentialing,
and publicly report the data for each
credentialing program in the state; and
expand preparation and credentialing
options and programs that are successful at
producing effective teachers and principals.

Provide effective, data-informed professional
development, coaching, induction, and
common planning and collaboration time to
teachers and principals that are, where
appropriate, ongoing and job-embedded,;
and measure, evaluate and continuously
improve the effectiveness of those supports
in order to improve student achievement.

Develop meaningful plans to ensure the
equitable distribution of teachers and principals
that receive at least an “effective” rating. If states
are unsuccessful in improving the equitable
distribution of these teachers and principals,
they wili be required to develop and implement
more rigorous plans and additional strategies
more likely to improve equity.

Monitor the effectiveness of traditional and
alternative teacher and principal preparation
programs, and invest in programs whose
graduates are succeeding in the classroom,
based on student growth and other factors.

Support states, districts, school leaders and
teachers in implementing a more complete
education through improved professional
development and evidence-based instructional
models and supports.

Permit the creation of the Ohio Teaching
Program to provide undergraduate
scholarships for qualified students going
into the teaching profession who commit to
teaching at a hard-to-staff public school, a
public school in “academic watch” or a
public school in “academic emergency” for
at least four years, if there is sufficient
funding for the program.

Establish metrics for educator preparation
programs for the preparation of educators
and other school personnel, and provide for
inspection of the institutions. Require the
Chancellor to issue an annual report on the
quality of approved teacher preparation
institutions.

Develop a model peer assistance and
review program and make
recommendations to expand the use of
peer assistance and review programs in
school districts.
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Alignment of Race to the Top,
Blueprint for ESEA Reauthorization and Ohio House Bill 1

TURNING AROUND THE LOWEST ACHIEVING SCHOOLS

Identify the persistently lowest-achieving Identify the lowest-performing 5 percent of
schools and support LEAs in turning around schools in each state, based on student
these schools by implementing one of the academic achievement, student growth and
four school intervention models: turnaround graduation rates, that are not making
model, restart model, school closure or progress to improve. In these schools,

transformation model.

implement one of four school turnaround
models. Note: This is also part of the federal
School Improvement Grant program.

Revise the current performance criteria that
trigger automatic closure of community
schools.
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APPENDIX A.1.6

2010 FRANK NEWMAN AWARD LETTER
AND PRESS RELEASE

RATIONALE: PRESS RELEASE
AND LETTER ANNOUNCING
OHIO’S RECEIPT OF THE
EDUCATION COMMISSION OF
THE STATES 2010 FRANK
NEWMAN AWARD FOR
EDUCATION INNOVATION

REFERENCED IN:

(A))
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Education Commission
States

of the

EGS OFFICERS, 2008-10

CHaR

Tim Pawlenty
Governor

State of Minnesota

Vice CHAIR

Barbara M. Clark
Assemblywoman
New York Assembly

TREASURER

Richard Rhoda
Executive Director
Tennessee Higher
Education Cemmigsion

PRESIDENT
Roger Sampson

February 9, 2010

The Honorable Ted Strickland
Governor

State of Ohio

Vern Riffe Center

77 South High Street, 30" Floor
Columbus, OH 43215

Dear Governor Strickland:

It is my pleasure to congratulate Ohio for being selected as the winner of the
Education Commission of the States’ (ECS) 2010 Frank Newman Award for State
Innovation. The honor is being given to Ohio, under your leadership as Governor, for
the innovations represented in 2009 H.B. 1. The bill is being recognized because it is
comprehensive, includes a number of bold elements and addresses the P-20 pipeline.

The ECS Frank Newman Award for State Innovation was established in 1998 to
recognize states and territories for excellence in shaping and implementing education
policy. Criteria for this award include: (a) education improvement efforts that are
replicable and hold valuable lessons for other states, (b) policies that are bold,
courageous and nonpartisan, including new policies with the potential for large-scale
impact and existing policies with evidence of continued support, (c) policies or
programs that have broad-based support from education stakeholders to ensure
sustainability.

Recent winners include the State of Tennessee, the North Dakota Commission on
Education Improvement, the State of Alaska, and Kentucky for its Education Reform
Act of 1990 and other initiatives. ] am pleased to add Ohio to this esteemed list of
winners.

The award will be presented at the 2010 National Forum on Education Policy in
Portland, Oregon by the ECS chair at the welcome reception on Wednesday, August
18, from 6:00-7:30 p.m. You will have five minutes to give brief remarks. We also
encourage you and your staff to attend the other programs of the National Forum. In
April, we will send registration materials. If you have any questions, please contact
Heidi Normandin, ECS staff associate, at 303.299.3629 or hnormandin(@ecs.org.

Again, congratulations Governor! We are looking forward to seeing you on August
18.

Sincerely,

Grgr Samplln —

Roger Sampson
ECS President

cc: The Honorable Bill Harris, President, Ohio Senate
The Honorable Armond Budish, Speaker, Ohio House of Representatives

EaQuirPING EDUCATION LEADERS, ADVANCING IDEAS

700 Broadway, Suite 810 Denver, CO 80203-3442 303.23%.%?@1%49Fax: 303.296.8332 E-mail: ecs@ecs.org  www.ecs.0rg



FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE
Date: January 26, 2010

Contact: Mary Ann Strombitski Allison Kolodziej

e-Mail: mstrombitski@ecs.org Deputy Communications Director
Phone: 303.299.3609 Office of Governor Ted Strickland

614.728.9525
allison.kolodziej@governor.ohio.gov

ECS Web Site: www.ecs.org

13" 72 Ohio Named Recipient of Education Commission

of the States’ Frank Newman Award
State recognized for H.B. 1 and its sweeping educational reforms

DENVER, CO - The Education Commission of the States (ECS) announces it will
honor the state of Ohio as winner of the 2010 Frank Newman Award for State
Innovation. Ohio’s enactment of 2009 H.B. 1 demonstrates the state’s commitment to
informed, bold and courageous reform. H.B. 1 overhauls nearly every major
component of the education system, from early learning through postsecondary.

“In Ohio, we recognize that a superior education for each and every young person is
the strongest path to long-term economic success,” Ohio Governor Ted Strickland
said. “We believe that providing every Ohio child with high-quality educational
opportunities will better prepare them for their careers and life. So we committed to an
education system that draws upon quality teachers and modern learning opportunities
to help our students become innovative, creative thinkers.”

Governor Strickland and the state legislature made an unprecedented commitment to
Ohio’s schools in 2009, ensuring they will be funded through a constitutional system
and provide Ohio’s students with modern, quality learning opportunities. Additionally,
Ohio’s education reforms will transform Ohio classrooms and strengthen the teaching
profession to prepare students with the skills and knowledge they need to succeed in
the jobs of the future. At a time when other states are dramatically reducing education
funding, Ohio’s governor and legislature made an unmatched commitment to
education.

The Governor’s education reform plan established the Ohio Evidence Based Model, a
funding mechanism that utilizes research to determine what components are critical to
determine student success. It also increases the level of transparency and
accountability for school districts to produce results for Ohio’s children.

“Governor Strickland’s comprehensive efforts to review, align and improve Ohio’s
educational system deserve commendation. ECS recognizes the promise and potential
of the sweeping reforms contained in Ohio 2009 H.B. 1. We are pleased to honor
Ohio’s commitment to improving teaching quality, mentoring and evaluation along with
efforts to close the achievement gap, improve high school graduation rates, study
funding mechanisms and better allocate resources,” states ECS President Roger
Sampson. “This is an excellent example of strong leadership and a shared vision that
looks not only across the education system but at the integration points with other state
agencies. | believe these are key elements to the long-term success of this measure.”

The ECS Frank Newman Award for State Innovation was established in 1998 has
recognized states and U.S. territories for demonstrated excellence in shaping
education policy. Criteria for this award include policies that are bold, courageous and
nonpartisan; include the potential for large-scale impact; show evidence of continued
support; and are replicable and hold valuable lessons for other states. ECS named its
State Innovation Award in honor of the late Frank Newman, who served as ECS
president for 14 years.
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Recent winners include Tennessee, the North Dakota Commission on Education
Improvement, Alaska and Kentucky.

HH

Education Commission of the States (ECS) is the only nationwide, nonpartisan
interstate compact devoted to education. ECS helps governors, legislators, state
education officials and others identify, develop and implement public policies to
improve student learning at all levels. A nonprofit organization, ECS (www.ecs.org)
was formed in 1965 and is located in Denver, Colorado.

Equipping Education Leaders, Advancing Ideas
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APPENDIX A.1.7

OHIO STEM LEARNING NETWORK
OVERVIEW

RATIONALE: DESCRIPTION OF
THE OHIO STEM LEARNING
NETWORK, A PRIVATELY-
SUPPORTED, NON-PROFIT INITIATIVE
THAT SHARES INNOVATION AND BEST
PRACTICES IN STEM TEACHING AND
LEARNING.

REFERENCED IN:
(A)1)
(P)(2)
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Making STEM Education Work for Ohio

The Ohio STEM Learning Network (OSLN) is a privately-supported, non-profit initiative that shares innovations and best
practices in STEM teaching and learning. Centered around 5 regional hubs (Centers of regional Science, Technology,
Engineering and Math activity), the OSLN works in collaboration with Ohio’s 10 STEM schools, 26 Programs of Excellence, and
regional partners from K-12, higher education, community, and business. In just two years, Ohio’s STEM Schools and
Programs have garnered initial support from:

o 47 private and public (main and regional campuses) higher education institutions
o 81 public school districts
e More than 300 unique partnering business and community partners

...And these numbers continue to grow

Our Core Beliefs
e Learning (Who) - Ohio’s educational systems must be centered around the learner
e Innovation (How) — Ohio should adopt borderless education principles to amplify and accelerate innovative approaches
to solving problems not seen before
Network (What) — Ohio, through the OSLN, can intentionally engineer a value-added network to share innovations and
best practices in STEM education
o Knowledge (Why) - Ohio’s future is at stake, and we must connect to the knowledge economy

Our Overarching Goals
o Develop and connect STEM schools and programs throughout the state
o Build an R&D network that fuels, captures, and spreads STEM education innovations within and across schools,
regions and systems
o Advance the scalability and sustainability of STEM education
o Coherence in STEM education is achieved by connecting and developing local creativity and innovation

Our Regional Hubs

- OSLN Regional Hubs

Akron Regional Hub
Contact Marvann Waolowiec
231701 3030
mwolowiediakron k12 oh s

CincinnatiRegional Hub
Lontact Dy Catla lohnson
G138 556 7158
johnscl@duemail Lic ech

Columbus Regional Hub
Contact Keisha Slaushiter
b611-462 0839
slauphtermedcoundlomn

Learn more at www.OSLN.org
OSLN@Battelle.org

or call 1-800-201-2014,4 .
siﬂ%%geﬂ?mn Ohlo &Exﬂag Metwork




APPENDIX A.1.8

TABLES AND GRAPHS ILLUSTRATING
GOALS STATED IN (A)(1)(1i1)

RATIONALE: REQUIRED
EVIDENCE FOR (A)(1)(i11).

REFERENCED IN:

(A))
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EVIDENCE FOR (A)(1)(111)
4™ GRADE NAEP MATHEMATICS

RttT Targets for the 4th Grade NAEP Mathematics Assessment

Percent of Students by Subgroup At Least Proficient, 2002-2013
Student Sub; 2002 @ 2003 =@ 2005 = 2007 Sk Gt it
udent Subgroup Target Target  Target
All Students 24.6% 35.8% 42.5% 459% 453% 50,2% 55.1%
White 29.5% 42.2% 50.9% 53.0% 54.0% 06.5% 59.0%
Black 25% 9.5% 15.8% 17.9% 135% 6.8% 40.1%
Hispanic 15.5% 20.8% 25.1% 24.5% 35,0% 45 5%
Eligible for School Lunch 10.5% 17.2% 21.2% 23.3% 23.9% 33.9% 43.5%
English Language Learners 18.4% 26.7% 36.7% 44 7% 52 0%
Students With Disabilities 9.0% 20.4% 22.3% 17.9% 29.0% 40 1%
Male 28.4% 37.3% 45.2% 49.0% A47.71% 52.2% 56. 7%
Female 20.7% 34.1% 39.7% 42.6% 42.8% 18 8% 54.8%
NAEP 4th Grade Math - RTTT Targets - Race and Ethnicity
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Targets Without RttT for the 4th Grade NAEP Mathematics Assessment

Percent of Students by Subgroup At Least Proficient, 2002-2013
Student Sub 2002 2003 2005 2007 Eaid .
udent subgroup Target Target
All Students 24.6% 35.8% 42.5% 459% 453% 47 8%
White 29.5% 42.2% 50.9% 53.0% 54.0% 56.09
Black 25% 95% 158% 17.9% 13.5% 17.5%
Hispanic 15.5% 20.8% 25.1% 245% 28 b%
Eligible for School Lunch 10.5% 17.2% 21.2% 23.3% 23.9% 26 9%
English Language Learners 18.4% 26.7% 362% 40,29
Students With Disabilities 9.0% 204% 22.3% 1719% 21.4%
Male 28.4% 37.3% 45.2% 49.0% 4/ /% 49 /%
Female 20.7% 34.1% 39.7% 42.6% 42.8% 45 8%
NAEP 4th Grade Math - Targets without RTTT - Race and Ethnicity
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8" GRADE NAEP MATHEMATICS
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RttT Targets for the 8th Grade NAEP Mathematics A nent
Percent of Students by Subgroup At Least Proficient, 2002-2013
Student Sub; 2002 = 2003 = 2005 . 2007 i o -
teent subgroup Target Target  Target
All Students 30.3% 30.4% 33.1% 35.4% 35 /% 38.7% a1. 7%
White 33.6% 35.4% 38.2% 41.6% Al1% 43 1% 45.1%
Black 7.1% 81% 7.1% 89% 10.9% 20.5% 30.1%
Hispanic 18.2% 11.0% 25.3% 16.4% 25.4% 34.4%
Eligible for School Lunch 9.1%: 11.5% 15.5% 16.0% 184% 26.1% 3.8
English Language Learners 50% 86% 7.3% 113% 20.8% 10.3%
Students With Disabilities 2.8% 17.0% 10.8% 20.3% 29.8%
Male 31.7% 32.2% 34.4% 37.8% 3/6% 40.2% 42.8%
Female 28.7% 28.6% 31.8% 32.9% 33i7% 37.2% 40.7%
NAEP 8th Grade Math - RTTT Targets - Race and Ethnicity
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Targets Without RttT for the 8th Grade NAEP Mathematics Assessment

Percent of Students by Subgroup At Least Proficient, 2002-2013
Student Sub; 2002 2003 = 2005 @ 2007 - - T
udent Subgrou
group Target Target  Target
All Students 30.3% 30.4% 33.1% 35.4% 357% 31.7% 39.7%
White 33.6% 35.4% 38.2% 41.6% 41.1% 42.8% 44.5%
Black 7.1% 81% 7.1% 89% 10.9% 14.4% 17.9%
Hispanic 18.2% 11.0% 25.3% 164% 19.9% 231%
Eligible for School Lunch 9.1% 11.5% 15.5% 16.0% 18.4% 21.4% 24.4%
English Language Learners 5.0% 86% 7.3% 11.3% 14.8% 18 3%
Students With Disabilities 2.8% 17.0% 10.8% 14.3% 17.8%
Male 31.7% 32.2% 34.4% 37.8% 3]b6% 39.1% 40.6%
Female 28.7% 28.6% 31.8% 32.9% 33./% 36.2% 38.7%
NAEP 8th Grade Math - Targets without RTTT - Race and Ethnicity
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4™ GRADE NAEP READING

RHT Targets for the 4th Grade NAEP Reading Assessment
Percent of Students by Subgroup At Least Proficient, 2002-2013
2011

Stude nt Subgroup 2002 | 2003 2005 | 2007

Target Target
All Students 33.6% 34.2% 344% 363% 358% 38.1%
White 39.8% 38.5% 41.1% 42.0% 41.5% 42 3%
Black 13.2% 15.6% 9.9% 13.7% 13.7% 21.5%
Hispanic 22.9% 23.6% 21.1%  21.19% 27.2%
Eligible for School Lunch 17.6% 18.6% 16.7% 19.2% 187% 25.0%
Students With Disabilities 9.0% 4.5% 16.0% 11.9% 11.4% 19 6%
English Language Learners 13.7% 17.9% 17.4% 23.9%
Male 30.3% 31.0% 31.5% 33.3% 328% 35.8%
Female 37.0% 37.4% 37.3% 39.4% 389% 39.9%

2013
Target
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Targets Without RtT for the 4th Grade NAEP Reading Assessment

Percent of Students by Sub

group At Least Proficient, 2002-2013

Student Sub; 2002 : 2003 @ 2005 2007 = i T
tdent subgroup Target Target  Target
All Students 33.6% 34.2% 34.4% 36.3% 358% 36.8% 38%
White 39.8% 38.5% 4L1% 42.0% 41.5% 42.3% 43%
Black 13.2% 15.6% 9.9% 13.7% 13.7% 15.5% 17%
Hispanic 22.9% 23.6% 21.1% 21.1% 22.7% 4%
Eligible for School Lunch 17.6% 18.6% 16.7% 19.2% 18 7% 20.3% 7%
Students With Disabilities 9.0% 45% 16.0% 11.9% 11.4% 114% 15%
English Language Learners 13.7% 17.9% 17.4% 19.0% 21%
Male 30.3% 31.0% 3L5% 33.3% 32.8% 34.0% 35%
Female 37.0% 37.4% 37.3% 39.4% 38.9% 39. %% 40%
NAEP 4th Grade Reading - Targets without RTTT - Race and Ethnicity
panic Historic panic Projected )

NAEP 4th Grade Reading - Targets without RTTT - Gender
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8" GRADE NAEP READING

RttT Targets for the 8th Grade NAEP Reading Assessment

Percent of Students by Subgroup At Least Proficient, 2002-2013
Student Sub 2002 2003 2005 2007 i e
udent subgroup Target Target
All Students 35.2% 34.0% 355% 35.9% 354% 371.9%
White 39.8% 39.1% 41.2% 41.9% 41.4% A2.2%
Black 12.8% 12.7% 10.0% 11.8% 11.3% 19.7%
Hispanic 37.3% 13.9% 30.8% 30.3% 33.7%
Eligible for School Lunch 23.8% 17.7% 18.3% 16.2% 15.7% 22.9%
Students With Disabilities 5.8% 4.3% 65% 86% B8.1% 17.0%
Male 31.4% 29.6% 29.8% 31.3% 30.8% 34.8%
Female 39.3% 38.0% 41.0% 40.4% 39.9% 41.1%
NAEP 8th Grade Reading - RTTT Targets - Race Category
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ESEA - OAT/OGT MATH

RttT Targets for the 3rd Grade OAT Reading Assessment
Percent of Students by Subgroup At Least Proficient

2003-2004 2004-2005 2005-2006 2006-2007 2007-2008 2008-2009 2009-2010 2010-2011 2011-2012 2012-2013 2013-2014
African-American  historical 57.4% 58.6% 52.3% 57.4% 56.4% 55.9%
African-American  target 55.9% 59.6% 63.3% 67.0% 70.7% 74.4%
Hispanic historical 62.5% 62.6% 59.1% 62.5% 62.0% 62.4%
Hispanic target 62.4% 65.5% 68.6% 71.7% 74.8% 77.9%
White historical 83.3% 81.8% 80.6% 83.6% 82.7% 82.6%
White target 82.6% 83.8% 85.0% 86.2% 87.4% 88.6%
LEP historical 53.9% 59.7% 55.3% 60.6% 59.0% 62.5%
LEP target 62.5% 65.6% 68.7% 71.8% 74.9% 78.0%
Non-LEP historical 78.6% 77.6% 75.5% 78.7% 77.9% 77.8%
Non-LEP target 77.8% 79.5% 81.2% 82.9% 84.6% 86.3%
Disabled historical 50.2% 54.1% 52.6% 55.6% 55.7% 52.8%
Disabled target 52.8% 56.5% 60.2% 63.9% 67.6% 71.3%
Non-Disabled historical 82.6% 81.0% 78.9% 82.2% 81.1% 81.6%
Non-Disabled target 81.6% 83.0% 84.4% 85.8% 87.2% 88.6%
Disadvantaged historical 63.8% 64.5% 61.1% 65.5% 65.3% 65.0%
Disadvantaged target 65.0% 67.6% 70.2% 72.8% 75.4% 78.0%
Non-Disadvantaged historical 86.9% 85.8% 85.0% 87.3% 86.7% 87.8%
Non-Disadvantaged target 87.8% 88.5% 89.2% 89.9% 90.6% 91.3%
All Students historical 78.2% 77.3% 75.1% 78.3% 77.4% 77.4%
All Students target 77.4% 79.1% 80.8% 82.5% 84.2% 85.9%

100% All Students

Ohio Achievement Test- 3rd Grade Math - RTTT Targets
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Ohio Achievement Test-3rd Grade Math -RTTT Targets
Race and Ethnicity
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—e— All Students historical

—8—All Students target

Targets Without RttT for the 3rd Grade OAT Math Assessment
Percent of Students by Subgroup At Least Proficient
2004-2005 2005-2006 2006-2007 2007-2008 12008-2009 2009-2010 2010-2011 2011-2012 2012-2013 2013-2014
African-American historical 42.6% 49.3% 63.6% 53.8% 59.4%
African-American  target 59.4% 62.9% 66.4% 69.9% 73.4% 76.9%
Hispanic historical 54.3% 60.9% 71.8% 63.3% 70.0%
Hispanic target 70.0% 73.0% 76.0% 79.0% 82.0% 85.0%
White historical 76.8% 80.8% 89.5% 85.4% 86.5%
White target 86.5% 88.0% 89.5% 91.0% 92.5% 94.0%
LEP historical 54.1% 59.6% 71.7% 62.7% 70.1%
LEP target 70.1% 73.1% 76.1% 79.1% 82.1% 85.1%
Non-LEP historical 70.8% 75.2% 84.8% 79.7% 81.6%
Non-LEP target 81.6% 83.5% 85.4% 87.3% 89.2% 91.1%
Disabled historical 47.4% 54.4% 64.5% 57.6% 56.5%
Disabled target 56.5% 59.9% 63.3% 66.7% 70.1% 73.5%
Non-Disabled historical 74.2% 78.3% 87.9% 82.9% 85.6%
Non-Disabled target 85.6% 87.2% 88.8% 90.4% 92.0% 93.6%
Disadvantaged historical 54.4% 61.1% 73.8% 67.0% 70.2%
Disadvantaged target 70.2% 72.6% 75.0% 77.4% 79.8% 82.2%
Non-Disadvantaged historical 80.8% 84.3% 91.7% 88.3% 90.3%
Non-Disadvantaged target 90.3% 91.5% 92.7% 93.9% 95.1% 96.3%
All Students historical 70.4% 74.9% 84.5% 79.3% 81.3%
All Students target 81.3% 83.2% 85.1% 87.0% 88.9% 90.8%
Ohio Achievement Test - 3rd Grade Math -Targets withoutRTTT
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Ohio Achievement Test - 3th Grade Math - Targets without RTTT
Race and Ethnicity
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FY06 FYo7 FY08 FY09 FY10 FY11 FY12 FY13 FY14

—— All Students historical ~ —&— All Students target

RttT Targets for the 4th Grade OAT Math Assessment
Percent of Students by Subgroup At Least Proficient
2004-2005 2005-2006 2006-2007 2007-2008 2008-2009 2009-2010 2010-2011 2011-2012 2012-2013 2013-2014
African-American historical 50.7% 50.3% 49.1% 52.8%
African-American  target 52.8% 56.4% 60.0% 63.6% 67.2% 70.8%
Hispanic historical 61.8% 61.4% 59.4% 64.6%
Hispanic target 64.6% 67.6% 70.6% 73.6% 76.6% 79.6%
White historical 82.9% 81.8% 80.7% 84.4%
White target 84.4% 85.3% 86.2% 87.1% 88.0% 88.9%
LEP historical 59.9% 61.0% 60.9% 65.8%
LEP target 65.8% 68.8% 71.8% 74.8% 77.8% 80.8%
Non-LEP historical 77.2% 76.2% 74.9% 78.7%
Non-LEP target 78.7% 80.2% 81.7% 83.2% 84.7% 86.2%
Disabled historical 51.9% 52.7% 48.5% 49.7%
Disabled target 49.7% 53.7% 57.7% 61.7% 65.7% 69.7%
Non-Disabled historical 81.4% 80.1% 79.4% 83.7%
Non-Disabled target 83.7% 84.7% 85.7% 86.7% 87.7% 88.7%
Disadvantaged historical 62.3% 62.0% 60.8% 65.6%
Disadvantaged target 65.6% 68.0% 70.4% 72.8% 75.2% 77.6%
Non-Disadvantaged historical 86.6% 85.0% 84.6% 88.6%
Non-Disadvantaged target 88.6% 89.2% 89.8% 90.4% 91.0% 91.6%
All Students historical 76.9% 75.9% 74.6% 78.4%
All Students target 78.4% 79.9% 81.4% 82.9% 84.4% 85.9%
Ohio Achievement Test - 4th Grade Math - RTTT Targets
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Ohio Achievement Test - 4th Grade Math - RTTT Targets
Race and Ethnicity

100%
o
0% 82.9% o 84.4%
818%  go7% . - . a7y 880%  88.9%
80% — 85.3%  862% :
e 79 6%
70% T 76.6%
b - 75:6%
64.6% e
T 70.6% 70.8%
61.8% o o
A% o ; 67.6% 67.2%
60% 63:6%
. S07% B03% 41
50% =" 528%
40% T T T T : T T T
FYOs  FYO7  FYO8  FY09  FY10  FY11 FY12  FY13  FY14
—e— African-Amer historical - African-Amer target Hispanic historical
Hispanic target —3#— White historical —— White target
Ohio Achievement Test - 4th Grade Math - RTTT Targets
90% Limited English Proficiency (LEP) and Non-LEP
3
7a70, 802% 81'3%,
80% e
80.8%
77.2% 77.8%
70% 782% 7499 74.8%
° 71.8%
1.0% . 68.8%
50.9% 0% 80.9% 5 80
60% - e
50%
40% T T T T T : T T
FYos  FYO7  FYO8  FY09  FY10  FY11 FY12  FY13  FY14
—e— LEP historical -~~~ LEP target non-LEP historical non-LEP target ‘
Ohio Achievement Test - 4th Grade Math - RTTT Targets
100% Students With Disabilities and Non-Disabled
o
80% 83.7%  847% db' °
80% -
814%  shtu 704,
70%
69.7%
60% 61.7%
51.9%  527% 57 7% o
o 49.7% 7%
50% o 485% ol
e -
40%
FY08 FYo7 FYo8  FY09 FY10  FY11 FY12 FY13  FY14
—+— Disabled historical i~ Disabled target non-Disabled hitorical non-Disabled target ‘
Ohio Achievement Test - 4th Grade Math - RTTT Targets
100%
o
20% ssov sy Goms 0% 9108 9
o o s
s0% 1-20%%  es0% g4
o [T0%
70% T 240 =2
o
623%  620% gy 58.0% 4%
60% 65.6%
50%
40%

FY06 FYo7 FYos FYog9 FY10 FY11 FY12 FY13 FY14

—&— Disadvantaged hitorical i Disadvantaged target
non-Disadvantaged hitorical - non-Disadvantaged target

71 of 1049




Targets Without REtT for the 4th Grade OAT Math Assessment
Percent of Students by Subgroup At Least Proficient
2004-2005 2005-2006 2006-2007 2007-2008 2008-2009 2009-2010 2010-2011 2011-2012 2012-2013 2013-2014
African-American historical 50.7% 50.3% 49.1% 52.8%
African-American  target 52.8% 54.6% 56.4% 58.2% 60.0% 61.8%
Hispanic historical 61.8% 61.4% 59.4% 64.6%
Hispanic target 64.6% 66.2% 67.8% 69.4% 71.0% 72.6%
White historical 82.9% 81.8% 80.7% 84.4%
White target 84.4% 85.2% 85.9% 86.7% 87.4% 88.2%
LEP historical 59.9% 61.0% 60.9% 65.8%
LEP target 65.8% 67.4% 69.0% 70.6% 72.2% 73.8%
Non-LEP historical 77.2% 76.2% 74.9% 78.7%
Non-LEP target 78.7% 79.7% 80.7% 81.7% 82.7% 83.7%
Disabled historical 51.9% 52.7% 48.5% 49.7%
Disabled target 49.7% 51.1% 52.5% 53.9% 55.3% 56.7%
Non-Disabled historical 81.4% 80.1% 79.4% 83.7%
Non-Disabled target 83.7% 84.7% 85.7% 86.7% 87.7% 88.7%
Disadvantaged historical 62.3% 62.0% 60.8% 65.6%
Disadvantaged target 65.6% 66.9% 68.2% 69.5% 70.8% 72.1%
Non-Disadvantaged historical 86.6% 85.0% 84.6% 88.6%
Non-Disadvantaged ‘target 88.6% 89.2% 89.8% 90.4% 91.0% 91.6%
All Students historical 76.9% 75.9% 74.6% 78.4%
All Students target 78.4% 79.4% 80.4% 81.4% 82.4% 83.4%
Ohio Achievement Test - 4th Grade Math -Targets without RTTT
All Students
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Ohio Achievement Test - 4th Grade Math - Targets without RTTT
Race and Ethnicity

100%
90% —
829%  g1.8% 88.2%
87.4% -
20% 850% 85.9% 867%
70% R .
618%  61.4% . - coun  T10% %
59.4%
60%
; oo B18%
50.7%  50.3% g4 58.2%
50% e —
40% T : T T T T T T
FYO6  FYO7  FYos  FY09  FY10  FYi1 FY12  FY13  FY14
—e— African-Amer hitorical—&— African-Amer farget Hispanic historical
Hispanic target —3—\White historical —g— White farget
Ohio Achievement Test - 4th Grade Math -Targets without RTTT -
00% Limited English Proficient (LEP) and Non-LEP
3
83.7%
82.7%
7070 807%  B1T% T
80% 78.7% - ) i e
° &
T72% 7629 5 I
70% 4% 73.8%
T06%  127%
61.0% o o74%  000% '
59.9% : 609% 55 8% ‘
60% +— "
50%
40% T T T T T T T T
FYO6  FYO7  FYo8  FY09  FY10  FYi1 FY12  FY13  Fr14
—— LEP hbtorical & LEP target non-LEP hitoricad -~ non-LEP farget
Ohio Achievement Test - 4th Grade Math - Targets without RTTT
100% Students With Disabilities and Non-Disabled
3
88.7%
o 86.79 87.7%
90% p— 84.7% B857% A P
80% -
814% g0t 7940
70%
60%
519%  527% il
: 9 A
so% e 485% 49.7% e 5530  96-7%
° e 51.1% 525% '
40%
FYos FYo7 FYos FYos  FYi0  FYi1 FY12 FY13 FY14
—e—Disabled historical -~ Disabled target non-Disabled hitorical - non-Disabled target
Ohio Achievement Test - 4th Grade Math - Targets without RTTT
Economically Disadvantaged and Non-Disadvantaged
100%
goo% 89w  904%  910%  916%
90% S i DR 2 -
88.6%
80% 86.6% 85.0% 84 6Y%
70%
72.1%
70.8%
623%  620%  gogy o 682% 095%
556%  66.9%
60% -
50%
40%

FYo6 FYo7 FYos8 FYo9 FY10 FY11 FYy12 FY13 FY14

—e— Disadvantaged historical ~g— Disadvantaged farget

non-Disadvantaged hitorical—:<--non-Disadvantaged farget

73 of 1049




RttT Targets for the 5th Grade OAT Math Assessment
Percent of Students by Subgroup At Least Proficient
2004-2005 2005-2006 2006-2007 2007-2008 2008-2009 2009-2010 2010-2011 2011-2012 2012-2013 2013-2014
African-American historical 32.6% 31.9% 32.3% 32.5%
African-American  target 32.5% 36.8% 41.1% 45.4% 49.7% 54.0%
Hispanic historical 46.7% 45.2% 44.3% 45.1%
Hispanic target 45.1% 48.8% 52.5% 56.2% 59.9% 63.6%
White historical 69.6% 67.9% 68.6% 69.3%
White target 69.3% 70.3% 71.3% 72.3% 73.3% 74.3%
LEP historical 45.4% 46.2% 47.2% 49.2%
LEP target 49.2% 52.7% 56.2% 59.7% 63.2% 66.7%
Non-LEP historical 62.9% 61.5% 62.1% 62.6%
Non-LEP target 62.6% 64.3% 66.0% 67.7% 69.4% 71.1%
Disabled historical 36.1% 35.1% 35.4% 31.2%
Disabled target 31.2% 36.2% 41.2% 46.2% 51.2% 56.2%
Non-Disabled historical 67.4% 66.0% 66.6% 68.2%
Non-Disabled target 68.2% 69.1% 70.0% 70.9% 71.8% 72.7%
Disadvantaged historical 43.9% 42.9% 44.6% 45.0%
Disadvantaged target 45.0% 47.6% 50.2% 52.8% 55.4% 58.0%
Non-Disadvantaged historical 74.8% 72.7% 73.5% 75.7%
Non-Disadvantaged target 75.7% 76.5% 77.3% 78.1% 78.9% 79.7%
All Students historical 62.7% 61.2% 61.8% 62.3%
All Students target 62.3% 64.0% 65.7% 67.4% 69.1% 70.8%:
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Ohio Achievement Test - 5th Grade Math - RTTT Targets
Race and Ethnicity
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Targets Without RttT for the 5th Grade OAT Math Assessment
Percent of Students by Subgroup At Least Proficient
2004-2005 2005-2006 2006-2007 2007-2008 2008-2009 2009-2010 2010-2011 2011-2012 2012-2013 2013-2014
African-American historical 32.6% 31.9% 32.3% 32.5%
African-American  target 32.5% 35.0% 37.5% 40.0% 42.5% 45.0%
Hispanic historical 46.7% 45.2% 44.3% 45.1%
Hispanic target 45.1% 47.3% 49.5% 51.7% 53.9% 56.1%
White historical 69.6% 67.9% 68.6% 69.3%
White target 69.3% 70.1% 70.9% 71.7% 72.5% 73.3%
LEP historical 45.4% 46.2% 47.2% 49.2%
LEP target 49.2% 51.4% 53.6% 55.8% 58.0% 60.2%
Non-LEP historical 62.9% 61.5% 62.1% 62.6%
Non-LEP target 62.6% 63.6% 64.6% 65.6% 66.6% 67.6%
Disabled historical 36.1% 35.1% 35.4% 31.2%
Disabled target 31.2% 33.2% 35.2% 37.2% 39.2% 41.2%
Non-Disabled historical 67.4% 66.0% 66.6% 68.2%
Non-Disabled target 68.2% 69.1% 70.0% 70.9% 71.8% 72.7%
Disadvantaged historical 43.9% 42.9% 44.6% 45.0%
Disadvantaged target 45.0% 46.5% 48.0% 49.5% 51.0% 52.5%
Non-Disadvantaged historical 74.8% 72.7% 73.5% 75.7%
Non-Disadvantaged target 75.7% 76.5% 77.3% 78.1% 78.9% 79.7%
All Students historical 62.7% 61.2% 61.8% 62.3%
All Students target 62.3% 63.3% 64.3% 65.3% 66.3% 67.3%
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Ohio Achievement Test - 5th Grade Math - Targets without RTTT
Race and Ethnicity
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RttT Targets for the 6th Grade OAT Math Assessment

Percent of Students by Subgroup At Least Proficient

2004-2005 2005-2006 2006-2007 2007-2008 12008-2009 2009-2010 2010-2011 2011-2012 2012-2013 2013-2014
African-American historical 40.4% 45.2% 48.9% 47.4%
African-American  target 47.4% 52.6% 57.8% 63.0% 68.2% 73.4%
Hispanic historical 52.7% 61.5% 61.6% 61.5%
Hispanic target 61.5% 66.1% 70.7% 75.3% 79.9% 84.5%
White historical 75.1% 80.5% 83.0% 81.4%
White target 81.4% 83.4% 85.4% 87.4% 89.4% 91.4%
LEP historical 49.8% 56.8% 60.6% 62.7%
LEP target 62.7% 66.7% 70.7% 74.7% 78.7% 82.7%
Non-LEP historical 68.6% 74.2% 77.0% 75.5%
Non-LEP target 75.5% 78.0% 80.5% 83.0% 85.5% 88.0%
Disabled historical 36.4% 42.4% 45.8% 40.4%
Disabled target 40.4% 46.1% 51.8% 57.5% 63.2% 68.9%
Non-Disabled historical 74.1% 79.6% 82.3% 81.6%
Non-Disabled target 81.6% 83.6% 85.6% 87.6% 89.6% 91.6%
Disadvantaged historical 50.2% 57.5% 61.7% 59.9%
Disadvantaged target 59.9% 63.7% 67.5% 71.3% 75.1% 78.9%
Non-Disadvantaged historical 80.0% 83.9% 86.4% 86.1%
Non-Disadvantaged target 86.1% 87.8% 89.5% 91.2% 92.9% 94.6%
All Students historical 68.4% 74.0% 76.6% 75.2%
All Students target 75.2% 77.8% 80.4% 83.0% 85.6% 88.2%
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Ohio Achievement Test - 6th Grade Math - RTTT Targets
Race and Ethnicity
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Targets Without RtT for the 6th Grade OAT Math Assessment
Percent of Students by Subgroup At Least Proficient

2004-2005 2005-2006 2006-2007 2007-2008 2008-2009 2009-2010 2010-2011 2011-2012 2012-2013 2013-2014
African-American  historical 40.4% 45.2% 48.9% 47.4%
African-American  target 47.4% 51.0% 54.6% 58.2% 61.8% 65.4%
Hispanic historical 52.7% 61.5% 61.6% 61.5%
Hispanic target 61.5% 64.8% 68.1% 71.4% 74.7% 78.0%
White historical 75.1% 80.5% 83.0% 81.4%
White target 81.4% 83.2% 85.0% 86.8% 88.6% 90.4%
LEP historical 49.8% 56.8% 60.6% 62.7%
LEP target 62.7% 66.0% 69.3% 72.6% 75.9% 79.2%
Non-LEP historical 68.6% 74.2% 77.0% 75.5%
Non-LEP target 75.5% 77.7% 79.9% 82.1% 84.3% 86.5%
Disabled historical 36.4% 42.4% 45.8% 40.4%
Disabled target 40.4% 43.0% 45.6% 48.2% 50.8% 53.4%
Non-Disabled historical 74.1% 79.6% 82.3% 81.6%
Non-Disabled target 81.6% 83.6% 85.6% 87.6% 89.6% 91.6%
Disadvantaged historical 50.2% 57.5% 61.7% 59.9%
Disadvantaged target 59.9% 62.4% 64.9% 67.4% 69.9% 72.4%
Non-Disadvantaged historical 80.0% 83.9% 86.4% 86.1%
Non-Disadvantaged target 86.1% 87.8% 89.5% 91.2% 92.9% 94.6%
All Students historical 68.4% 74.0% 76.6% 75.2%
All Students target 75.2% 77.3% 79.4% 81.5% 83.6% 85.7%
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Ohio Achievement Test - 6th Grade Math - Targets without RTTT
Race and Ethnicity
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RttT Targets for the 7th Grade OAT Math Assessment
Percent of Students by Subgroup At Least Proficient
2004-2005 2005-2006 2006-2007 2007-2008 2008-2009 2009-2010 2010-2011 2011-2012 2012-2013 2013-2014
African-American  historical 27.0% 34.6% 45.0% 38.3% 47.5%
African-American  target 47.5% 53.9% 60.3% 66.7% 73.1% 79.5%
Hispanic historical 39.7% 47.0% 56.4% 51.9% 60.5%
Hispanic target 60.5% 66.3% 72.1% 77.9% 83.7% 89.5%
White historical 65.7% 70.2% 77.5% 75.7% 80.4%
White target 80.4% 83.5% 86.6% 89.7% 92.8% 95.9%
LEP historical 43.3% 45.2% 53.2% 50.4% 60.3%
LEP target 60.3% 65.8% 71.3% 76.8% 82.3% 87.8%
Non-LEP historical 58.7% 63.4% 71.5% 69.1% 74.6%
Non-LEP target 74.6% 78.3% 82.0% 85.7% 89.4% 93.1%
Disabled historical 23.3% 30.8% 38.1% 36.0% 39.4%
Disabled target 39.4% 46.4% 53.4% 60.4% 67.4% 74.4%
Non-Disabled historical 64.5% 68.9% 77.1% 74.7% 80.8%
Non-Disabled target 80.8% 83.9% 87.0% 90.1% 93.2% 96.3%
Disadvantaged historical 37.3% 44.4% 54.0% 51.6% 58.6%
Disadvantaged target 58.6% 64.1% 69.6% 75.1% 80.6% 86.1%
Non-Disadvantaged historical 69.5% 74.1% 81.4% 79.4% 84.8%
Non-Disadvantaged target 84.8% 87.3% 89.8% 92.3% 94.8% 97.3%
All Students historical 58.5% 63.2% 71.2% 68.8% 74.3%
All Students target 74.3% 78.0% 81.7% 85.4% 89.1% 92.8%
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Ohio Achievement Test- 7th Grade Math - RTTT Targets
Race and Ethnicity

100%
90% /
80% T
wwmwmﬂwww .
70% " I
60%
50%
40%
30%
20%
FY0O5 FYO6 FY07 FY08 FY09 FY10 Fyll FY12 FY13 Fyl4
w=dpe Black historical ={{==Black target ==ge=»Hispanic historical
sy Hispanic target  ~-#-White historical White target
Ohio Achievement Test- 7th Grade Math -RTTT Targets
Limited English Proficient (LEP) and Non-LEP
100%
90%
80%
5
70%
wﬁ&&&f
60% =
50%
40%
FYO5 FYO6 FY07 FY08 FY09 FY10 Fyl1l FY12 FY13 FYl4
=== |EP historical LEP target === non-LEP historical s non-LEP target
Ohio AchievementTest- 7th Grade Math - RTTT Targets
Students With Disabilities and Non-Disabled
100%
90%
80% _—
[ S——
70% i
60%
50%
40%
30%
20%
FYO5 FYO6 FYO7 FYO8 FYO9 FY10 FY11 FY12 FY13 FY14
«=g==Disabled historical Disabled target
==z on-Disabled historical «=3%=non-Disabled target
Ohio AchievementTest - 7th Grade Math - RTTT Targets
Economically Disadvantaged and Non-Economically Disadvantaged
100%
90%
e
80% s
e
70%
60%
50%
40%
30%
FYO5 FYO6 FYO7 FYO8 FYO9 FY10 FY11 FY12 FY13 FY14

== Disadvantaged historical Disadvantaged target

==ggesnon-Disadvantaged historical =#¢=non-Disadvantaged target

83 of 1049




Targets Without RttT for the 7th Grade OAT Math Assessment
Percent of Students by Subgroup At Least Proficient
2004-2005 2005-2006 2006-2007 2007-2008 2008-2009 2009-2010 2010-2011 2011-2012 2012-2013 2013-2014
African-American historical 27.0% 34.6% 45.0% 38.3% 47.5%
African-American  target 47.5% 52.5% 57.5% 62.5% 67.5% 72.5%
Hispanic historical 39.7% 47.0% 56.4% 51.9% 60.5%
Hispanic target 60.5% 64.5% 68.5% 72.5% 76.5% 80.5%
White historical 65.7% 70.2% 77.5% 75.7% 80.4%
White target 80.4% 83.5% 86.6% 89.7% 92.8% 95.9%
LEP historical 43.3% 45.2% 53.2% 50.4% 60.3%
LEP target 60.3% 65.3% 70.3% 75.3% 80.3% 85.3%
Non-LEP historical 58.7% 63.4% 71.5% 69.1% 74.6%
Non-LEP target 74.6% 78.1% 81.6% 85.1% 88.6% 92.1%
Disabled historical 23.3% 30.8% 38.1% 36.0% 39.4%
Disabled target 39.4% 44.4% 49.4% 54.4% 59.4% 64.4%
Non-Disabled historical 64.5% 68.9% 77.1% 74.7% 80.8%
Non-Disabled target 80.8% 83.9% 87.0% 90.1% 93.2% 96.3%
Disadvantaged historical 37.3% 44.4% 54.0% 51.6% 58.6%
Disadvantaged target 58.6% 63.6% 68.6% 73.6% 78.6% 83.6%
Non-Disadvantaged historical 69.5% 74.1% 81.4% 79.4% 84.8%
Non-Disadvantaged target 84.8% 87.3% 89.8% 92.3% 94.8% 97.3%
All Students historical 58.5% 63.2% 71.2% 68.8% 74.3%
All Students target 74.3% 77.8% 81.3% 84.8% 88.3% 91.8%
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Ohio Achievement Test - 7th Grade Math -Targets without RTTT
Race and Ethnicity
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RttT Targets for the 8th Grade OAT Math Assessment
Percent of Students by Subgroup At Least Proficient
2004-2005 2005-2006 2006-2007 2007-2008 2008-2009 2009-2010 2010-2011 2011-2012 2012-2013 2013-2014
African-American  historical 27.9% 39.3% 45.4% 45.6% 41.1%
African-American  target 41.1% 47.1% 53.1% 59.1% 65.1% 71.1%
Hispanic historical 39.6% 49.0% 56.4% 57.8% 54.6%
Hispanic target 54.6% 59.6% 64.6% 69.6% 74.6% 79.6%
White historical 67.2% 75.3% 77.8% 79.2% 77.3%
White target 77.3% 79.9% 82.5% 85.1% 87.7% 90.3%
LEP historical 41.6% 49.0% 53.0% 55.2% 52.3%
LEP target 52.3% 57.3% 62.3% 67.3% 72.3% 77.3%
Non-LEP historical 60.3% 68.8% 71.8% 73.1% 70.9%
Non-LEP target 70.9% 74.2% 77.5% 80.8% 84.1% 87.4%
Disabled historical 22.7% 31.4% 35.8% 37.8% 32.1%
Disabled target 32.1% 39.1% 46.1% 53.1% 60.1% 67.1%
Non-Disabled historical 66.3% 75.1% 77.9% 79.1% 77.6%
Non-Disabled target 77.6% 80.3% 83.0% 85.7% 88.4% 91.1%
Disadvantaged historical 37.4% 49.1% 54.1% 56.8% 52.6%
Disadvantaged target 52.6% 57.7% 62.8% 67.9% 73.0% 78.1%
Non-Disadvantaged historical 70.6% 78.9% 81.0% 82.4% 81.9%
Non-Disadvantaged target 81.9% 84.2% 86.5% 88.8% 91.1% 93.4%
All Students historical 60.1% 68.6% 71.5% 72.8% 70.6%
All Students target 70.6% 73.9% 77.2% 80.5% 83.8% 87.1%
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OhioAchievement Test - 8th Grade Math - RTTT Targets
Race and Ethnicity
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Targets Without RttT for the 8th Grade OAT Math Assessment
Percent of Students by Subgroup At Least Proficient
2004-2005 2005-2006 2006-2007 2007-2008 2008-2009 2009-2010 2010-2011 2011-2012 2012-2013 2013-2014
African-American historical 27.9% 39.3% 45.4% 45.6% 41.1%
African-American  target 41.1% 45.3% 49.5% 53.7% 57.9% 62.1%
Hispanic historical 39.6% 49.0% 56.4% 57.8% 54.6%
Hispanic target 54.6% 58.6% 62.6% 66.6% 70.6% 74.6%
White historical 67.2% 75.3% 77.8% 79.2% 77.3%
White target 77.3% 79.9% 82.5% 85.1% 87.7% 90.3%
LEP historical 41.6% 49.0% 53.0% 55.2% 52.3%
LEP target 52.3% 56.3% 60.3% 64.3% 68.3% 72.3%
Non-LEP historical 60.3% 68.8% 71.8% 73.1% 70.9%
Non-LEP target 70.9% 73.8% 76.7% 79.6% 82.5% 85.4%
Disabled historical 22.7% 31.4% 35.8% 37.8% 32.1%
Disabled target 32.1% 35.7% 39.3% 42.9% 46.5% 50.1%
Non-Disabled historical 66.3% 75.1% 77.9% 79.1% 77.6%
Non-Disabled target 77.6% 80.3% 83.0% 85.7% 88.4% 91.1%
Disadvantaged historical 37.4% 49.1% 54.1% 56.8% 52.6%
Disadvantaged target 52.6% 56.6% 60.6% 64.6% 68.6% 72.6%
Non-Disadvantaged historical 70.6% 78.9% 81.0% 82.4% 81.9%
Non-Disadvantaged target 81.9% 84.2% 86.5% 88.8% 91.1% 93.4%
All Students historical 60.1%  68.6%  7L5%  728%  70.6%
All Students target 70.6%  73.5%  76.4%  793%  82.2%  85.1%
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Ohio Achievement Test 8th Grade Math - Targets without RTTT -
Race and Ethnicity
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RHT Targets for the 10th Grade OGT Math Assessment
Percent of Students by Subgroup At Least Proficient
2004-2005 2005-2006 2006-2007 2007-2008 2008-2009 2009-2010 2010-2011 2011-2012 2012-2013 2013-2014
African-American historical 57.1% 59.7% 56.4% 53.7% 59.2%
African-American  target 59.2% 63.2% 67.2% 71.2% 75.2% 79.2%
Hispanic historical 66.3% 71.2% 68.0% 66.8% 69.5%
Hispanic target 69.5% 72.6% 75.7% 78.8% 81.9% 85.0%
White historical 85.9% 87.2% 86.4% 84.6% 86.5%
White target 86.5% 87.7% 88.9% 90.1% 91.3% 92.5%
LEP historical 57.2% 61.2% 58.7% 54.5% 61.1%
LEP target 61.1% 64.1% 67.1% 70.1% 73.1% 76.1%
Non-LEP historical 81.9% 82.9% 81.4% 79.3% 81.7%
Non-LEP target 81.7% 83.5% 85.3% 87.1% 88.9% 90.7%
Disabled historical 39.6% 45.0% 44.7% 41.5% 40.9%
Disabled target 40.9% 46.9% 52.9% 58.9% 64.9% 70.9%
Non-Disabled historical 87.6% 88.8% 87.2% 85.5% 88.5%
Non-Disabled target 88.5% 89.5% 90.5% 91.5% 92.5% 93.5%
Disadvantaged historical 63.7% 67.4% 65.5% 64.7% 67.4%
Disadvantaged target 67.4% 70.9% 74.4% 77.9% 81.4% 84.9%
Non-Disadvantaged historical 86.9% 88.3% 87.7% 85.7% 88.7%
Non-Disadvantaged target 88.7% 89.7% 90.7% 9L.7% 92.7% 93.7%
All Students historical 81.6% 82.7% 81.2% 79.0% 81.4%
All Students target 81.4% 83.2% 85.0% 86.8% 88.6% 90.4%
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Ohio Graduation Test - 10th Grade Math - RTTT Targets
Race and Ethnicity
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Targets Without RttT for the 10th Grade OGT Math Assessment
Percent of Students by Subgroup At Least Proficient
2004-2005 2005-2006 2006-2007 2007-2008 2008-2009 2009-2010 2010-2011 2011-2012 2012-2013 2013-2014
African-American historical 57.1% 59.7% 56.4% 53.7% 59.2%
African-American  target 59.2% 61.6% 64.0% 66.4% 68.8% 71.2%
Hispanic historical 66.3% 71.2% 68.0% 66.8% 69.5%
Hispanic target 69.5% 71.0% 72.5% 74.0% 75.5% 77.0%
White historical 85.9% 87.2% 86.4% 84.6% 86.5%
White target 86.5% 87.3% 88.1% 88.9% 89.7% 90.5%
LEP historical 57.2% 61.2% 58.7% 54.5% 61.1%
LEP target 61.1% 62.6% 64.0% 65.5% 67.0% 68.4%
Non-LEP historical 81.9% 82.9% 81.4% 79.3% 81.7%
Non-LEP target 81.7% 82.7% 83.7% 84.7% 85.7% 86.7%
Disabled historical 39.6% 45.0% 44.7% 41.5% 40.9%
Disabled target 40.9% 42.9% 44.9% 46.9% 48.9% 50.9%
Non-Disabled historical 87.6% 88.8% 87.2% 85.5% 88.5%
Non-Disabled target 88.5% 89.4% 90.3% 91.2% 92.1% 93.0%
Disadvantaged historical 63.7% 67.4% 65.5% 64.7% 67.4%
Disadvantaged target 67.4% 69.7% 72.0% 74.3% 76.6% 78.9%
Non-Disadvantaged historical 86.9% 88.3% 87.7% 85.7% 88.7%
Non-Disadvantaged target 88.7% 89.3% 89.9% 90.5% 91.1% 91.7%
All Students historical 81.6% 82.7% 81.2% 79.0% 81.4%
All Students target 81.4% 82.4% 83.4% 84.4% 85.4% 86.4%
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Ohio Graduation Test - 10th Grade Math -Targets withoutRTTT
Race and Ethnicity

100%
00% -g5-g0s—BL2% 9649 o -
e B46% T g W05%
e a7y 881% 889% 89.7%
80%
71.2% P
70% ) 68.0% pogn 09K e o T55% %
3 G - = 725% ; 9
71.0% e E)
59.7% o 088%
60% 1-571% 56-4% 54-0%
— o 61.6%
- \\?jﬂ/sg.z%
50%
40% . . T . . . . . .
FYO5 FYOS FYO7 FYo8 FY09 FY10 FYil  FYi2  FY13  Fri4
—e— African-Amer historical—&— African-Amer target Hispanic historical
- Hispanictarget —3— \White historical —g— White target
Ohio Graduation Test -10th Grade Math -Targets withoutRTTT
100% Limited English Proficiency (LEP) and Non-LEP
3
90% o 857% 86+
7y 827% 837 84”'
N e e
80% T5iew% BT g
79.3%
70%
)
61.2% g YT
oo | s72% e 58T o BTy, 655%  TO%
po= \\\54_5%}/61_1% 626%
~e”
50%
40% T . T . . T . T T
FYO5 FYO6 FYO7 FYO8 FY0O FY10 Fyl1 FYi2 FY13  Fyi4
—— LEP historical i~ LEP farget non-LEP hitorical se--non-LEP target
Ohio Graduation Test - 10th Grade Math -Targets without RTTT
Students with Disabilities and Non-Disabled
100%
921% 93.0%
90% sosy Godw %% S TR *
88.8%
87.6% o
0% B7:2%  goge,
70%
60%
50% 150%  2AT%
- o
39.6% - A15% » aso 1B9% 50.9%
40% T—w —— 7% -
40.9% -
30%
FYO5 FYO6 FYO7 FYO8 FYO9 FY10 FY11 FY12 FY13  FY14
—e— Disabled historical  --#-- Disabled target non-Disabled hitorical non-Disabled farget
Ohio Graduation Test - 10th Grade Math -Targets without RTTT
E ically Disadvantaged and Non-Disadvantaged
100%
90%
88.3% 87.7%
86.9% o
80% 85.7%
67.4% .
70% 655%  64.7%
: 72.0%
63.7% 59.7%
67.4%
60%
50%
40%

FY05 FY06 FYO7 FY08 FYD9 FY10  Fyi1 FY1i2  FY13  FYi4

—e— Disadvantaged historical i Disadvantaged target

non-Di ged historical-—<~ non-Di gedtarget

93 of 1049




ESEA — OAT/OGT READING

RttT Targets for the 3rd Grade OAT Reading Assessment
Percent of Students by Subgroup At Least Proficient
2003-2004 2004-2005 - 2005-2006  2006-2007 2007-2008 :2008-2009 2009-2010 2010-2011 2011-2012 2012-2013 2013-2014
African-American historical 57.4% 58.6% 52.3% 57.4% 56.4% 55.9%
African-American target 55.9% 59.6% 63.3% 67.0% 70.7% 74.4%
Hispanic historical 62.5% 62.6% 59.1% 62.5% 62.0% 62.4%
Hispanic target 62.4% 65.5% 68.6% 71.7% 74.8% 77.9%
White historical 83.3% 81.8% 80.6% 83.6% 82.7% 82.6%
White target 82.6% 83.8% 85.0% 86.2% 87.4% 88.6%
LEP historical 53.9% 59.7% 55.3% 60.6% 59.0% 62.5%
LEP target 62.5% 65.6% 68.7% 71.8% 74.9% 78.0%
Non-LEP historical 78.6% 77.6% 75.5% 78.7% 77.9% 77.8%
Non-LEP target 77.8% 79.5% 81.2% 82.9% 84.6% 86.3%
Disabled historical 50.2% 54.1% 52.6% 55.6% 55.7% 52.8%
Disabled target 52.8% 56.5% 60.2% 63.9% 67.6% 71.3%
Non-Disabled historical 82.6% 81.0% 78.9% 82.2% 81.1% 81.6%
Non-Disabled target 81.6% 83.0% 84.4% 85.8% 87.2% 88.6%
Disadvantaged historical 63.8% 64.5% 61.1% 65.5% 65.3% 65.0%
Disadvantaged target 65.0% 67.6% 70.2% 72.8% 75.4% 78.0%
Non-Disadvantaged historical 86.9% 85.8% 85.0% 87.3% 86.7% 87.8%
Non-Disadvantaged target 87.8% 88.5% 89.2% 89.9% 90.6% 91.3%
All Students historical 78.2% 77.3% 75.1% 78.3% 77.4% 77.4%
All Students target 77.4% 79.1% 80.8% 82.5% 84.2% 85.9%
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Ohio Achievement Test- 3rd Grade Reading - RTTT Targets
Race and Ethnicity

100%
0% 83.6% —@
o ——
833% g1 gu 0% oy 827% 826% ~~87*4;’ 38.6%
80% et S an 850% 862% % 770y
8% TA8% .
NI%
68.6%
70% B655% i 44
625% 62.6% 625% 620% 624% e 70.7%
59.1% o 67.0%
60% pa— P ——— $55%
58.6%
so% 57.4% o 574% 564% 550u
° 523%
40%
FYO4 FYO5 FYO6 FYO7 FYD8 FYOO FY10 FY11 FYi2 FY13 Fyi4
—— African-Amer hitorical—#— African-Amer target Hispanic historical
- Hispanictarget it White historical —g—\White target
Ohio Achievement Test- 3rd Grade Reading - RTTT Targets
N Limited English Proficiency (LEP) and Non-LEP
90% 86.3%
84.6% X
82.9% —
81.2% :
79.5% R
80% 178% e
786%  77.6% BI% Trew /-/78;%
70% 755% L 74.9%
o / 7 T18%
. 62.5% 68.7%
50.7% 606% o
60% Ao 530%
o
53.9%/%"
/
50%
40%
FYO4 FYO5 FYO6 FY07 FY08 FY09 FY10 FY11 FY12 FY13 Fy14
——LEP hitorical —#@—LEP target non-LEP historical s=-non-LEP target
Ohio Achievement Test- 3rd Grade Reading - RTTT Targets
100% Students with Disabilities and Non-Disabled
b
88.6%
90% sad% oBR 8222
83.0% . =
81.6% . :
80% {-grem———i— ——— —
i 81.0% 82.2%  g1.1%
78.9%
70% -
: m T13%
67.6%
60% 558% 63.9%
1% so6% o 904k 528y 602%
50.2% A o - 56.5%
50% {—a=""
40% T T T T T T T T T T
FYO4 FYO5 FYO6 FYO7 FY0s FY09 FY10 FY11 FY12 FY13  FY14
4 Disabled hitorical ~ ~s# Disabled target non-Disabled historical s-non-Disabled target
Ohio Achievement Test - 3rd Grade Reading - RTTT Targets
100% Economically Disadvantaged and Non-Disadvantaged
b
%  91.3%
00% argw tesw G02% 89%% S08% T
o 87.3% 9
0% 86.9%  g58% g5 0o 86.7%
754%" 78.0%
o .
0% T esew  6i5% OO 5 3% 0% 7
61.1% Terew
60% 65.0%
50%
40%

FYO4 FYOS FY06 FYO7 FY08 FYO9 FY10 FY11 Fyi2 FY13  Fyi4

—s— Disadvantaged historical ~ —#-— Disadvantaged target

non-Disadvartaged historical -5+ non-Disadvartaged target

95 of 1049




Targets Without RttT for the 3rd Grade OAT Math Assessment
Percent of Students by Subgroup At Least Proficient
2003-2004 :2004-2005 2005-2006 :2006-2007 2007-2008 2008-2009 2009-2010 12010-2011 2011-2012 2012-2013 2013-2014
African-American  historical 57.4% 58.6% 52.3% 57.4% 56.4% 55.9%
African-American  target 55.9% 58.3% 60.7% 63.1% 65.5% 67.9%
Hispanic historical 62.5% 62.6% 59.1% 62.5% 62.0% 62.4%
Hispanic target 62.4% 64.6% 66.8% 69.0% 71.2% 73.4%
White historical 83.3% 81.8% 80.6% 83.6% 82.7% 82.6%
White target 82.6% 83.8% 85.0% 86.2% 87.4% 88.6%
LEP historical 53.9% 59.7% 55.3% 60.6% 59.0% 62.5%
LEP target 62.5% 64.7% 66.9% 69.1% 71.3% 73.5%
Non-LEP historical 78.6% 77.6% 75.5% 78.7% 77.9% 77.8%
Non-LEP target 77.8% 79.0% 80.2% 81.4% 82.6% 83.8%
Disabled historical 50.2% 54.1% 52.6% 55.6% 55.7% 52.8%
Disabled target 52.8% 55.4% 58.0% 60.6% 63.2% 65.8%
Non-Disabled historical 82.6% 81.0% 78.9% 82.2% 81.1% 81.6%
Non-Disabled target 81.6% 83.0% 84.4% 85.8% 87.2% 88.6%
Disadvantaged historical 63.8% 64.5% 61.1% 65.5% 65.3% 65.0%
Disadvantaged target 65.0% 67.0% 69.0% 71.0% 73.0% 75.0%
Non-Disadvantaged historical 86.9% 85.8% 85.0% 87.3% 86.7% 87.8%
Non-Disadvantaged target 87.8% 88.5% 89.2% 89.9% 90.6% 91.3%
All Students historical 78.2% 77.3% 75.1% 78.3% 77.4% 77.4%
All Students target 77.4% 78.6% 79.8% 81.0% 82.2% 83.4%
Ohio Achievement Test - 3rd Grade Reading - Targets without RTTT
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Ohio Achievement Test - 3rd Grade Reading - Targets without RTTT
Race and Ethnicity
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RHtT Targets for the 4th Grade OAT Reading Assessment
Percent of Students by Subgroup At Least Proficient
2003-2004 2004-2005 2005-2006 2006-2007 2007-2008 2008-2009 2009-2010 2010-2011 2011-2012 2012-2013 2013-2014
African-American historical 54.7% 53.9% 57.2% 59.0% 61.1%
African-American  target 61.1% 65.3% 69.5% 73.7% 77.9% 82.1%
Hispanic historical 62.6% 62.1% 67.9% 68.7% 69.4%
Hispanic target 69.4% 73.0% 76.6% 80.2% 83.8% 87.4%
White historical 81.7% 82.2% 85.2% 86.3% 86.9%
White target 86.9% 88.6% 90.3% 92.0% 93.7% 95.4%
LEP historical 55.9% 56.4% 63.6% 65.7% 67.6%
LEP target 67.6% 71.1% 74.6% 78.1% 81.6% 85.1%
Non-LEP historical 76.9% 77.2% 80.4% 81.5% 82.4%
Non-LEP target 82.4% 84.6% 86.8% 89.0% 91.2% 93.4%
Disabled historical 49.7% 50.7% 57.0% 58.5% 55.9%
Disabled target 55.9% 60.7% 65.5% 70.3% 75.1% 79.9%
Non-Disabled historical 81.1% 81.5% 84.2% 85.3% 86.8%
Non-Disabled target 86.8% 88.5% 90.2% 91.9% 93.6% 95.3%
Disadvantaged historical 62.4% 62.6% 67.2% 69.4% 70.8%
Disadvantaged target 70.8% 74.2% 77.6% 81.0% 84.4% 87.8%
Non-Disadvantaged historical 85.5% 86.3% 88.3% 89.6% 90.0%
Non-Disadvantaged target 90.0% 91.3% 92.6% 93.9% 95.2% 96.5%
All Students historical 76.6% 76.8% 80.0% 81.1% 82.0%
All Students target 82.0% 84.2% 86.4% 88.6% 90.8% 93.0%
Ohio Achievement Test - 4th Grade Reading - RTTT Targets
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Ohio Achievement Test - 4th Grade Reading - RTTT Targets
Race and Ethnicity
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Targets Without RHT for the 4th Grade OAT Math Assessment
Percent of Students by Subgroup At Least Proficient
2003-2004 2004-2005 ' 2005-2006 2006-2007 2007-2008 2008-2009 2009-2010 2010-2011 2011-2012 2012-2013 :2013-2014
African-American historical 54.7% 53.9% 57.2% 59.0% 61.1%
African-American  target 61.1% 63.8% 66.5% 69.2% 71.9% 74.6%
Hispanic historical 62.6% 62.1% 67.9% 68.7% 69.4%
Hispanic target 69.4% 72.0% 74.6% 77.2% 79.8% 82.4%
White historical 81.7% 82.2% 85.2% 86.3% 86.9%
White target 86.9% 88.5% 90.1% 91.7% 93.3% 94.9%
LEP historical 55.9% 56.4% 63.6% 65.7% 67.6%
LEP target 67.6% 70.2% 72.8% 75.4% 78.0% 80.6%
Non-LEP historical 76.9% 77.2% 80.4% 81.5% 82.4%
Non-LEP target 82.4% 84.2% 86.0% 87.8% 89.6% 91.4%
Disabled historical 49.7% 50.7% 57.0% 58.5% 55.9%
Disabled target 55.9% 58.7% 61.5% 64.3% 67.1% 69.9%
Non-Disabled historical 81.1% 81.5% 84.2% 85.3% 86.8%
Non-Disabled target 86.8% 88.4% 90.0% 91.6% 93.2% 94.8%
Disadvantaged historical 62.4% 62.6% 67.2% 69.4% 70.8%
Disadvantaged target 70.8% 73.7% 76.6% 79.5% 82.4% 85.3%
Non-Disadvantaged historical 85.5% 86.3% 88.3% 89.6% 90.0%
Non-Disadvantaged target 90.0% 91.0% 92.0% 93.0% 94.0% 95.0%
All Students historical 76.6% 76.8% 80.0% 81.1% 82.0%
All Students target 82.0% 83.8% 85.6% 87.4% 89.2% 91.0%
Ohio Achievement Test - 4th Grade Reading - Targets without RTTT
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Ohio Achievement Test - 4th Grade Reading - Targets without RTTT
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RttT Targets for the 5th Grade OAT Reading Assessment
Percent of Students by Subgroup At Least Proficient

2003-2004 2004-2005 2005-2006 2006-2007 2007-2008 2008-2009 2009-2010 2010-2011 2011-2012 2012-2013 2013-2014
African-American historical 53.5% 50.4% 57.6% 44.9% 45.2%
African-American  target 45.2% 50.4% 55.6% 60.8% 66.0% 71.2%
Hispanic historical 65.7% 59.9% 67.5% 58.8% 57.0%
Hispanic target 57.0% 61.0% 65.0% 69.0% 73.0% 77.0%
White historical 82.4% 81.0% 85.2% 78.9% 78.2%
White target 78.2% 80.1% 82.0% 83.9% 85.8% 87.7%
LEP historical 57.3% 52.9% 62.0% 53.0% 55.7%
LEP target 55.7% 59.5% 63.3% 67.1% 70.9% 74.7%
Non-LEP historical 77.2% 75.6% 80.4% 73.1% 72.3%
Non-LEP target 72.3% 74.8% 77.3% 79.8% 82.3% 84.8%
Disabled historical 43.7% 46.4% 51.9% 43.6% 39.8%
Disabled target 39.8% 45.2% 50.6% 56.0% 61.4% 66.8%
Non-Disabled historical 82.7% 80.5% 85.1% 77.9% 78.0%
Non-Disabled target 78.0% 79.9% 81.8% 83.7% 85.6% 87.5%
Disadvantaged historical 61.9% 60.0% 66.6% 57.7% 56.7%
Disadvantaged target 56.7% 60.3% 63.9% 67.5% 71.1% 74.7%
Non-Disadvantaged historical 86.3% 85.1% 88.4% 82.9% 83.8%
Non-Disadvantaged target 83.8% 85.3% 86.8% 88.3% 89.8% 91.3%
All Students historical 76.9% 75.3% 80.0% 72.7% 72.0%
All Students target 72.0% 74.5% 77.0% 79.5% 82.0% 84.5%
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Ohio Achievement Test - 5th Grade Reading - RTTT Targets
Race and Ethnicity
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Targets Without RttT for the 5th Grade OAT Math Assessment
Percent of Students by Subgroup At Least Proficient

2003-2004 2004-2005 2005-2006 2006-2007 2007-2008 2008-2009 2009-2010 2010-2011 2011-2012 2012-2013 2013-2014
African-American  historical 53.5% 50.4% 57.6% 44.9% 45.2%
African-American  target 45.2% 48.4% 51.6% 54.8% 58.0% 61.2%
Hispanic historical 65.7% 59.9% 67.5% 58.8% 57.0%
Hispanic target 57.0% 60.0% 63.0% 66.0% 69.0% 72.0%
White historical 82.4% 81.0% 85.2% 78.9% 78.2%
White target 78.2% 80.0% 81.8% 83.6% 85.4% 87.2%
LEP historical 57.3% 52.9% 62.0% 53.0% 55.7%
LEP target 55.7% 58.7% 61.7% 64.7% 67.7% 70.7%
Non-LEP historical 77.2% 75.6% 80.4% 73.1% 72.3%
Non-LEP target 72.3% 74.3% 76.3% 78.3% 80.3% 82.3%
Disabled historical 43.7% 46.4% 51.9% 43.6% 39.8%
Disabled target 39.8% 42.2% 44.6% 47.0% 49.4% 51.8%
Non-Disabled historical 82.7% 80.5% 85.1% 77.9% 78.0%
Non-Disabled target 78.0% 79.9% 81.8% 83.7% 85.6% 87.5%
Disadvantaged historical 61.9% 60.0% 66.6% 57.7% 56.7%
Disadvantaged target 56.7% 59.0% 61.3% 63.6% 65.9% 68.2%
Non-Disadvantaged historical 86.3% 85.1% 88.4% 82.9% 83.8%
Non-Disadvantaged target 83.8% 85.3% 86.8% 88.3% 89.8% 91.3%
All Students historical 76.9% 75.3% 80.0% 72.7% 72.0%
All Students target 72.0% 74.0% 76.0% 78.0% 80.0% 82.0%
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Ohio Achievement Test - 5th Grade Reading - Targets without RTTT
Race and Ethnicity
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RUT Targets for the 6th Grade OAT Reading Assessment
Percent of Students by Subgroup At Least Proficient

2005-2006 2006-2007 2007-2008 2008-2009 2009-2010 2010-2011 2011-2012 2012-2013 2013-2014
African-American historical 64.8% 53.2% 58.2% 59.7%
African-American  target 59.7% 63.7% 67.7% 71.7% 75.7% 79.7%
Hispanic historical 71.2% 62.5% 68.1% 70.7%
Hispanic target 70.7% 74.0% 77.3% 80.6% 83.9% 87.2%
White historical 88.2% 83.4% 84.5% 86.1%
White target 86.1% 87.7% 89.3% 90.9% 92.5% 94.1%
LEP historical 62.0% 55.0% 61.4% 69.0%
LEP target 69.0% 72.2% 75.4% 78.6% 81.8% 85.0%
Non-LEP historical 83.9% 78.1% 80.0% 81.6%
Non-LEP target 81.6% 83.7% 85.8% 87.9% 90.0% 92.1%
Disabled historical 55.8% 49.4% 49.6% 50.5%
Disabled target 50.5% 55.5% 60.5% 65.5% 70.5% 75.5%
Non-Disabled historical 88.6% 82.8% 85.2% 86.9%
Non-Disabled target 86.9% 88.5% 90.1% 91.7% 93.3% 94.9%
Disadvantaged historical 71.3% 62.7% 66.6% 69.0%
Disadvantaged target 69.0% 72.4% 75.8% 79.2% 82.6% 86.0%
Non-Disadvantaged historical 91.5% 86.7% 88.2% 90.0%
Non-Disadvantaged target 90.0% 91.2% 92.4% 93.6% 94.8% 96.0%
All Students historical 76.8% 80.0% 81.1% 81.3%
All Students target 81.3% 83.4% 85.5% 87.6% 89.7% 91.8%
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Ohio Achievement Test - 6th Grade Reading - RTTT Targets
Race and Ethnicity
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Targets Without RttT for the 6th Grade OAT Math Assessment
Percent of Students by Subgroup At Least Proficient
2005-2006 2006-2007 2007-2008 2008-2009 2009-2010 2010-2011 2011-2012 2012-2013 2013-2014
African-American  historical 64.8% 53.2% 58.2% 59.7%
African-American  target 59.7% 62.5% 65.3% 68.1% 70.9% 73.7%
Hispanic historical 71.2% 62.5% 68.1% 70.7%
Hispanic target 70.7% 73.2% 75.7% 78.2% 80.7% 83.2%
White historical 88.2% 83.4% 84.5% 86.1%
White target 86.1% 87.6% 89.1% 90.6% 92.1% 93.6%
LEP historical 62.0% 55.0% 61.4% 69.0%
LEP target 69.0% 71.5% 74.0% 76.5% 79.0% 81.5%
Non-LEP historical 83.9% 78.1% 80.0% 81.6%
Non-LEP target 81.6% 83.4% 85.2% 87.0% 88.8% 90.6%
Disabled historical 55.8% 49.4% 49.6% 50.5%
Disabled target 50.5% 52.7% 54.9% 57.1% 59.3% 61.5%
Non-Disabled historical 88.6% 82.8% 85.2% 86.9%
Non-Disabled target 86.9% 88.5% 90.1% 91.7% 93.3% 94.9%
Disadvantaged historical 71.3% 62.7% 66.6% 69.0%
Disadvantaged target 69.0% 71.5% 74.0% 76.5% 79.0% 81.5%
Non-Disadvantaged historical 91.5% 86.7% 88.2% 90.0%
Non-Disadvantaged target 90.0% 91.1% 92.2% 93.3% 94.4% 95.5%
All Students historical 76.8% 80.0% 81.1% 81.3%
All Students target 81.3% 83.1% 84.9% 86.7% 88.5% 90.3%
Ohio Achievement Test - 6th Grade Reading - Targets without RTTT
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Ohio Achievement Test - 6th Grade Reading - Targets withoutRTTT
Race and Ethnicity
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RHtT Targets for the 7th Grade OAT Reading Assessment
Percent of Students by Subgroup At Least Proficient

2005-2006 2006-2007 2007-2008 2008-2009 2009-2010 2010-2011 2011-2012 2012-2013 2013-2014
African-American historical 56.2% 52.5% 53.7% 51.3%
African-American  target 51.3% 55.6% 59.9% 64.2% 68.5% 72.8%
Hispanic historical 65.5% 63.0% 61.3% 63.1%
Hispanic target 63.1% 66.5% 69.9% 73.3% 76.7% 80.1%
White historical 84.4% 83.5% 82.7% 82.1%
White target 82.1% 83.2% 84.3% 85.4% 86.5% 87.6%
LEP historical 53.6% 55.3% 52.7% 56.2%
LEP target 56.2% 59.5% 62.8% 66.1% 69.4% 72.7%
Non-LEP historical 79.2% 77.8% 77.7% 76.9%
Non-LEP target 76.9% 78.6% 80.3% 82.0% 83.7% 85.4%
Disabled historical 43.5% 44.8% 43.7% 40.2%
Disabled target 40.2% 45.7% 51.2% 56.7% 62.2% 67.7%
Non-Disabled historical 85.1% 83.4% 83.3% 83.3%
Non-Disabled target 83.3% 84.3% 85.3% 86.3% 87.3% 88.3%
Disadvantaged historical 63.6% 61.9% 63.1% 61.3%
Disadvantaged target 61.3% 64.4% 67.5% 70.6% 73.7% 76.8%
Non-Disadvantaged historical 87.8% 86.7% 85.9% 86.7%
Non-Disadvantaged ‘target 86.7% 87.6% 88.5% 89.4% 90.3% 91.2%
All Students historical 78.9% 77.5% 77.3% 76.6%
All Students ‘target 76.6% 78.3% 80.0% 81.7% 83.4% 85.1%:

Ohio Achievement Test - 7th Grade Reading - RTTT Targets
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Ohio Achievement Test - 7th Grade Reading - RTTT Targets
Race and Ethnicity
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Targets Without RttT for the 7th Grade OAT Math Assessment
Percent of Students by Subgroup At Least Proficient

2005-2006 2006-2007 2007-2008 2008-2009 2009-2010 2010-2011 2011-2012 2012-2013 2013-2014
African-American  historical 56.2% 52.5% 53.7% 51.3%
African-American  target 51.3% 53.3% 55.3% 57.3% 59.3% 61.3%
Hispanic historical 65.5% 63.0% 61.3% 63.1%
Hispanic target 63.1% 64.8% 66.5% 68.2% 69.9% 71.6%
White historical 84.4% 83.5% 82.7% 82.1%
White target 82.1% 83.1% 84.1% 85.1% 86.1% 87.1%
LEP historical 53.6% 55.3% 52.7% 56.2%
LEP target 56.2% 57.9% 59.6% 61.3% 63.0% 64.7%
Non-LEP historical 79.2% 77.8% 77.7% 76.9%
Non-LEP target 76.9% 78.0% 79.1% 80.2% 81.3% 82.4%
Disabled historical 43.5% 44.8% 43.7% 40.2%
Disabled target 40.2% 42.2% 44.2% 46.2% 48.2% 50.2%
Non-Disabled historical 85.1% 83.4% 83.3% 83.3%
Non-Disabled target 83.3% 84.2% 85.1% 86.0% 86.9% 87.8%
Disadvantaged historical 63.6% 61.9% 63.1% 61.3%
Disadvantaged target 61.3% 62.9% 64.5% 66.1% 67.7% 69.3%
Non-Disadvantaged historical 87.8% 86.7% 85.9% 86.7%
Non-Disadvantaged target 86.7% 87.5% 88.3% 89.1% 89.9% 90.7%
All Students historical 78.9% 77.5% 77.3% 76.6%
All Students target 76.6% 77.7% 78.8% 79.9% 81.0% 82.1%

Ohio Achievement Test - 7th Grade Reading - Targets without RTTT
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Ohio Achievement Test - 7th Grade Reading - Targets without RTTT
Race and Ethnicity
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RHtT Targets for the 8th Grade OAT Reading Assessment
Percent of Students by Subgroup At Least Proficient
2004-2005 2005-2006 2006-2007 2007-2008 2008-2009 2009-2010 2010-2011 2011-2012 2012-2013 2013-2014
African-American historical 56.5% 52.4% 59.9% 58.1% 48.6%
African-American target 48.6% 53.5% 58.4% 63.3% 68.2% 73.1%
Hispanic historical 62.8% 62.7% 65.3% 66.2% 59.1%
Hispanic target 59.1% 63.1% 67.1% 71.1% 75.1% 79.1%
White historical 83.9% 82.8% 85.1% 84.4% 77.7%
White target 77.7% 79.1% 80.5% 81.9% 83.3% 84.7%
LEP historical 50.9% 52.5% 52.3% 56.3% 50.0%
LEP target 50.0% 53.9% 57.8% 61.7% 65.6% 69.5%
Non-LEP historical 79.2% 77.4% 80.5% 79.7% 72.7%
Non-LEP target 72.7% 7A4.7% 76.7% 78.7% 80.7% 82.7%
Disabled historical 39.8% 40.0% 45.6% 45.4% 34.1%
Disabled target 34.1% 40.2% 46.3% 52.4% 58.5% 64.6%
Non-Disabled historical 85.3% 83.7% 86.3% 85.5% 79.3%
Non-Disabled target 79.3% 80.6% 81.9% 83.2% 84.5% 85.8%
Disadvantaged historical 62.7% 60.8% 66.0% 65.9% 56.2%
Disadvantaged target 56.2% 59.8% 63.4% 67.0% 70.6% 74.2%
Non-Disadvantaged historical 86.4% 85.7% 87.9% 87.5% 82.5%
Non-Disadvantaged target 82.5% 83.6% 84.7% 85.8% 86.9% 88.0%
All Students historical 78.9% 77.1% 80.2% 79.4% 72.4%
All Students target 72.4% 74.4% 76.4% 78.4% 80.4% 82.4%
Ohio Achievement Test - 8th Grade Reading - RTTT Targets
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Ohio Achievement Test - 8th Grade Reading - RTTT Targets
Race and Ethnicity
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—e— All Students historical

~@#— All Students target

Targets Without RttT for the 8th Grade OAT Math A nent
Percent of Students by Subgroup At Least Proficient
2004-2005 2005-2006 - 2006-2007 : 2007-2008 : 2008-2009 : 2009-2010 -2010-2011 2011-2012 2012-2013 2013-2014
African-American  historical 56.5% 52.4% 59.9% 58.1% 48.6%
African-American  target 48.6% 51.1% 53.6% 56.1% 58.6% 61.1%
Hispanic historical 62.8% 62.7% 65.3% 66.2% 59.1%
Hispanic target 59.1% 61.6% 64.1% 66.6% 69.1% 71.6%
White historical 83.9% 82.8% 85.1% 84.4% 77.7%
White target 77.7% 79.0% 80.3% 81.6% 82.9% 84.2%
LEP historical 50.9% 52.5% 52.3% 56.3% 50.0%
LEP target 50.0% 52.5% 55.0% 57.5% 60.0% 62.5%
Non-LEP historical 79.2% 77.4% 80.5% 79.7% 72.7%
Non-LEP target 72.7% 74.2% 75.7% 77.2% 78.7% 80.2%
Disabled historical 39.8% 40.0% 45.6% 45.4% 34.1%
Disabled target 34.1% 37.0% 39.9% 42.8% 45.7% 48.6%
Non-Disabled historical 85.3% 83.7% 86.3% 85.5% 79.3%
Non-Disabled target 79.3% 80.5% 81.7% 82.9% 84.1% 85.3%
Disadvantaged historical 62.7% 60.8% 66.0% 65.9% 56.2%
Disadvantaged target 56.2% 58.7% 61.2% 63.7% 66.2% 68.7%
Non-Disadvantaged historical 86.4% 85.7% 87.9% 87.5% 82.5%
Non-Disadvantaged target 82.5% 83.5% 84.5% 85.5% 86.5% 87.5%
All Students historical 78.9% 77.1% 80.2% 79.4% 72.4%
All Students target 72.4% 73.9% 75.4% 76.9% 78.4% 79.9%
Ohio Achievement Test - 8th Grade Reading - Targets without RTTT
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Ohio Achievement Test - 8th Grade Reading - Targets withoutRTTT
Race and Ethnicity
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RHtT Targets for the 10th Grade OGT Reading Assessment
Percent of Students by Subgroup At Least Proficient
2004-2005 2005-2006 2006-2007 2007-2008 2008-2009 2009-2010 2010-2011 2011-2012 2012-2013 2013-2014
African-American historical 81.2% 75.5% 73.0% 68.9% 68.7%
African-American  target 68.7% 71.7% 74.7% 77.7% 80.7% 83.7%
Hispanic historical 83.0% 79.6% 74.8% 75.4% 73.4%
Hispanic target 73.4% 76.4% 79.4% 82.4% 85.4% 88.4%
White historical 93.9% 92.2% 90.0% 88.8% 88.2%
White target 88.2% 89.0% 89.8% 90.6% 91.4% 92.2%
LEP historical 72.6% 63.5% 60.8% 55.9% 59.7%
LEP target 59.7% 62.7% 65.7% 68.7% 71.7% TA.7%
Non-LEP historical 92.1% 89.7% 87.2% 85.5% 84.8%
Non-LEP target 84.8% 85.3% 85.8% 86.3% 86.8% 87.3%
Disabled historical 59.7% 56.9% 52.2% 49.9% 46.1%
Disabled target 46.1% 51.1% 56.1% 61.1% 66.1% 71.1%
Non-Disabled historical 96.6% 94.7% 92.7% 91.2% 91.3%
Non-Disabled target 91.3% 91.9% 92.5% 93.1% 93.7% 94.3%
Disadvantaged historical 81.7% 78.4% 75.6% 74.3% 72.7%
Disadvantaged target 72.7% 75.5% 78.3% 81.1% 83.9% 86.7%
Non-Disadvantaged historical 95.0% 93.4% 91.7% 90.3% 90.6%
Non-Disadvantaged target 90.6% 91.1% 91.6% 92.1% 92.6% 93.1%
All Students historical 92.0% 89.4% 86.9% 85.2% 84.5%
All Students target 84.5% 85.7% 86.9% 88.1% 89.3% 90.5%
Ohio Graduation Test - 10th Grade Reading - RTTT Targets
All Students
100%
92.0%
89.4%
90% T 86.9%
. 0
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0 88.1% :
0 86.9%
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50%
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Ohio Graduation Test - 10th Grade Reading - RTTT Targets
Race and Ethnicity
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90% T551% Bao% S53% EoEw oouh 868k R7,w'
89.7% DA IPTUI—- -
s0% 8T2% o
70%
60.8% 68.7%
60% —e. —_3579% B2.7%
e 59.7%
50%
40%
FYO5 FYO6 FYO7 FYO8 FY09 FY10 FYyil FYi2 FYi3  Fri4
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Targets Without RHT for the 10th Grade OGT Math Assessment

Percent of Students by Subgrou

p At Least Proficient

2004-2005 :2005-2006 2006-2007 2007-2008 2008-2009 2009-2010 2010-2011 2011-2012 2012-2013 2013-2014
African-American  historical 81.2% 75.5% 73.0% 68.9% 68.7%
African-American  target 68.7% 69.7% 70.7% 71.7% 72.7% 73.7%
Hispanic historical 83.0% 79.6% 74.8% 75.4% 73.4%
Hispanic target 73.4% 74.4% 75.4% 76.4% 77.4% 78.4%
White historical 93.9% 92.2% 90.0% 88.8% 88.2%
White target 88.2% 88.6% 89.0% 89.4% 89.8% 90.2%
LEP historical 72.6% 63.5% 60.8% 55.9% 59.7%
LEP target 59.7% 60.7% 61.7% 62.7% 63.7% 64.7%
Non-LEP historical 92.1% 89.7% 87.2% 85.5% 84.8%
Non-LEP target 84.8% 85.3% 85.8% 86.3% 86.8% 87.3%
Disabled historical 59.7% 56.9% 52.2% 49.9% 46.1%
Disabled target 46.1% 47.1% 48.1% 49.1% 50.1% 51.1%
Non-Disabled historical 96.6% 94.7% 92.7% 91.2% 91.3%
Non-Disabled target 91.3% 91.7% 92.1% 92.5% 92.9% 93.3%
Disadvantaged historical 81.7% 78.4% 75.6% 74.3% 72.7%
Disadvantaged target 72.7% 74.1% 75.5% 76.9% 78.3% 79.7%
Non-Disadvantaged historical 95.0% 93.4% 91.7% 90.3% 90.6%
Non-Disadvantaged target 90.6% 90.9% 91.2% 91.5% 91.8% 92.1%
All Students historical 92.0% 89.4% 86.9% 85.2% 84.5%
All Students target 84.5% 85.0% 85.5% 86.0% 86.5% 87.0%
Ohio Graduation Test - 10th Grade Reading - Targets without RTTT
All Students
100%
92.0%
89.4%
90% — 86.0%
85.2%
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0 86.0% 865%  87.0%
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120 of 1049



Ohio Graduation Test - 10th Grade Reading - Targets without RTTT
Race and Ethnicity
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GRADUATION RATES

Subgroup 2002-2003 2003-2004 2004-2005 2005-2006 2006-2007 2007-2008 2008-2009 2009-2010 2010-2011 2011-2012 2012-2013 2013-2014
African-American historical 62.9% 66.8% 68.4% 69.0% 71.3% 64.3%
African-American target 64.3% 67.3% 70.3% 73.3% 76.3% 79.3% 82.3%
Hispanic historical 71.6% 71.8% 74.1% 73.8% 67.0% 64.5%
Hispanic target 64.5% 67.5% 70.5% 73.5% 76.5% 79.5% 82.5%
White historical 88.6% 89.8% 89.8% 89.8% 90.3% 89.4%
White target 89.4% 90.3% 91.2% 92.1% 93.0% 93.9% 94.8%
LEP historical 73.8% 74.2% 77.7% 77.6% 74.2% 71.6%
LEP target 71.6% 74.6% 77.6% 80.6% 83.6% 86.6% 89.6%
Non-LEP historical 84.4% 86.0% 86.2% 86.2% 87.0% 84.7%
Non-LEP target 84.7% 86.0% 87.3% 88.6% 89.9% 91.2% 92.5%
Disabled historical 78.9% 82.4% 83.9% 83.6% 84.6% 84.1%
Disabled target 84.1% 86.0% 87.3% 88.6% 89.9% 91.2% 92.5%
Non-Disabled historical 85.0% 86.4% 86.4% 86.4% 87.3% 84.7%
Non-Disabled target 84.7% 86.0% 87.3% 88.6% 89.9% 91.2% 92.5%
Disadvantaged historical 81.0% 82.9% 79.7% 75.0% 74.5% 72.7%
Disadvantaged target 72.7% 75.2% 77.7% 80.2% 82.7% 85.2% 87.7%
Non-Disadvantage historical 84.8% 86.4% 87.4% 89.1% 90.4% 88.7%
Non-Disadvantage target 88.7% 89.8% 90.9% 92.0% 93.1% 94.2% 95.3%
All Students historical ~ 84.30% 85.9% 86.2% 86.1% 86.9% 84.6%
All Students target 84.6% 85.9% 87.2% 88.5% 89.8% 91.1% 92.4%

Graduation Rate - RTTT Targets - Race and Ethnicity
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Targets Without RttT for Graduation Rates
Subgroup 2002-2003:2003-2004 2004-2005: 2005-2006 2006-2007 2007-2008 2008-2009 2009-2010 2010-2011 2011-2012 2012-2013 2013-2014
African-American  historical 62.9% 66.8% 68.4% 69.0% 71.3% 64.3%
African-American ‘target 64.3% 66.3% 68.3% 70.3% 72.3% 74.3% 76.3%
Hispanic historical 71.6% 71.8% 74.1% 73.8% 67.0% 64.5%
Hispanic target 64.5% 66.5% 68.5% 70.5% 72.5% 74.5% 76.5%
White historical 88.6% 89.8% 89.8% 89.8% 90.3% 89.4%
White target 89.4% 90.3% 91.2% 92.1% 93.0% 93.9% 94.8%
LEP historical 73.8% 74.2% 77.7% 77.6% 74.2% 71.6%
LEP target 71.6% 73.6% 75.6% 77.6% 79.6% 81.6% 83.6%
Non-LEP historical 84.4% 86.0% 86.2% 86.2% 87.0% 84.7%
Non-LEP target 84.7% 85.8% 86.9% 88.0% 89.1% 90.2% 91.3%
Disabled historical 78.9% 82.4% 83.9% 83.6% 84.6% 84.1%
Disabled target 84.1% 85.8% 86.9% 88.0% 89.1% 90.2% 91.3%
Non-Disabled historical 85.0% 86.4% 86.4% 86.4% 87.3% 84.7%
Non-Disabled target 84.7% 85.8% 86.9% 88.0% 89.1% 90.2% 91.3%
Disadvantaged historical 81.0% 82.9% 79.7% 75.0% 74.5% 72.7%
Disadvantaged target 72.7% 75.0% 77.3% 79.6% 81.9% 84.2% 86.5%
Non-Disadvantage historical 84.8% 86.4% 87.4% 89.1% 90.4% 88.7%
Non-Disadvantage target 83.7% 89.6% 90.5% 91.4% 92.3% 93.2% 94.1%
All Students historical | 84.30% 85.9% 86.2% 8.1% 86.9% 84.6%
All Students target 84.6% 85.7% 86.8% 87.9% 89.0% 90.1% 91.2%
Graduation - Targets withoutRTTT - Race and Ethnicity
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COLLEGE ENROLLMENT

RHT Targets for College Enrollment

Fall2009 Fall2010 Fall 2011 Fall 2012
Student Subgroup Baseline Target Target Target
All Students 62,993 64,253 66,180 68,827
Female 32,900 35,558 34,565 35947
Male 30,093 30,695 31,616 32,880
American Indian or Alaskan Native 250 255 263 2713
Asian 1,362 1 289 1430 1438
Black, Non-Hispanic 6,669 6,802 7,007 7,287
Hispanic 1,381 1,409 1,451 1.509
Non-Resident Alien 423 432 445 463
Unknown 2,543 2,594 2,672 2,778
White, Non-Hispanic 50,364 51371 52912 55028

Fall 2013
Target

22069
3775
s
287
1560
7651
1525
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2918
57 780

Note: Shows Fall term enrollment of undergraduate students age 19 and younger
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College Enrollment- RTTT Targets - Gender

wfifFemale

Male

Fall 2009 Fall2010 Fall2011 Fall2012 Fall2013
Baseline Target Target Target Target
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Targets Without RttT for College Enrollment

Fall2009 Fall2010 Eall 2011 Fall 2017
Student Subgroup Baseline Target Target Target
All Students 62,993 63,623 64577 65,868
Female 32,900 33209 33,727 34,402
Male 30,093 30,394 30,850 31,467
American Indian or Alaskan Native 250 253 257 262
Asian 1,362 1375 1396 1404
Black, Non-Hispanic 6,669 6,736 6,837 6,974
Hispanic 1,381 1,395 1,416 1,445
Non-Resident Alien 423 428 434 443
Unknown 2,543 2,569 2,60/ 2,660
White, Non-Hispanic 50,364 50,867 51,630 57,663

Fall 2013
Target
67515
a5 062
22053
68
1459
148
1481
a5
26
53 979

Note: Shows Fall term enroliment of undergraduate students age 19 and younger
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College Enrollment - Targets without RTTT- Gender
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COLLEGE CREDIT ATTAINMENT

RttT Targets for College Credit Attainment

Fall 2009 Fall2010 Fall2011 Fall2012 Fall 2013
Student Subgroup Baseline Target Target Target Target
All Students 40,485 40,890 41,708 47,950 44677
Female 21,564 21,780 22,215 22,830 23797
Male 18,921 19,110 19,490 20,077 20,880
American Indian or Alaskan Native 148 149 152 157 163
Asian 1,027 1,037 1,058 1,090 1,133
Black, Non-Hispanic 3,058 3,089 2150 345 53
Hispanic 809 817 833 358 893
Non-Resident Alien 315 318 325 334 348
White, Non-Hispanic 33,687 34,024 34,704 35745 37175
Unknown 1,441 1455 1,485 1,529 1,590

Note: Shows percent of students completing at least 30 hours of non-developmental credits
within two years. Includes undergraduate students age 19 and younger who were first-time
everin college and enrolled full-time.
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Targets Without RttT for College Credit Attainment

Fall2009 Fall2010 Fall2011 @ Eall 2010
Student Subgroup Baseline Target Target Target
All Students 40,485 40,687 41,094 41,711
Female 21,564 21670 21,889 22,217
Male 18,921 19,016 19,006 19,494
American Indian or Alaskan Native 148 149 150 152
Asian 1,027 1032 1042 1088
Black, Non-Hispanic 3,058 3,073 3,104 4,151
Hispanic 809 813 821 833
Non-Resident Alien 315 317 320 325
White, Non-Hispanic 33,687 23 855 34 104 34 707
Unknown 1,441 1443 1463 1488

Fall 2013
Target

41,545
22,661
19,884
156
1079
3214
850

331
35401
1514

Note: Shows percent of students completing at least 30 hours of non-developmental credits
within two years. Includes undergraduate students age 19 and younger who were first-time
everin college and enrolled full-time.
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APPENDIX A.1.9

EXAMPLE OF OHIO’S STANDARD
PARTICIPATING LEA MOU

RATIONALE: REQUIRED
EVIDENCE FOR SECTION (A)(1)(I1)

REFERENCED IN:

(A)(1)
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Race to the Top

QDE/LEA Memorandurm of Understanding

This Memuorandum of Understanding (“MOU") is entered into by and between The Ohio Department of
Educationand {"Participating LEA"). The purpose of
this agreementis to establish g framework of Collaboration, as well as articulate specific roles and
responsibilities in support of the State in its implementation of an approved Race to the Topgrant
project,

Please enter IRN #: Please enter county:

LEA Contact Person fur Questions Converning MOU;

Name: Phaneg:

Email:

l. SCOPE OF WORK

Exhibit |, the Preliminary Scope of Work, indicates the State’s proposed reform plans ("State Plan”)
which the Participating LEA is agreeing todmplement. A Final Scope of Work will be completed and
implemented by the LEA pursuant to Section 1], Paragraph 4 of this MOU.

H. PROJECT ADMINISTRATION
M. PARTICIPATING LEA RESPONSIBILITIES
b assisting the State in implementing the tasks and activities described in the State’s Race
to the Top application, the Participating LEA subgrantee wilk

1} implement the plan asidentified in Exhibit | of the agreement and in the Final Scope of
Waork as described in Section tll, Paragraph 4 of this MOU;

2} Actively participate in all relevant convenings, communities of practice, of other
practice-sharing events that are organized or sponsored by the State or by the US.
Department of Education {"ED");

3} Post toany website specified by the State or ED, in 3 timely manner, all non-proprietary
protiuctsdeveloped using funds associated with the Race to the Top grant;

4} Participate, asrequired, inany evaluations of this grant conducted by State or ED;

5} Be responsive to State or ED requests for information including on the statusof the
project, project implementation; outcomes, and any problemsanticipated or
encountered;

6} Participate in meetings and telephone conferences with the State to discuss {a) progress
of the project, (b} potential dissemination of resulting non-proprietary products and
fessons learned, (o] plans for subseguent years of the Race to the Top grant period, and
{d}other matters related to the Race 1o the Top grant and associated plans.

R A A
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B, STATE RESPONSIBILITIES
In assisting Participating LEAs in implementing their tasks and activities described in the
State's Race to'the Top spplication, the State grantes will:

1} Review and determine approval of the Final Scope of Work prior to including the LEA in
the Race to the Top programs;

2} Work collaboratively with and support the Participating LEA in carrying out the Plan as
identified in Exhibit | of this agreement and in the Final Scope of Work;

3} Timely distribute the LEA's portion of Race 1o the Top grant funds during the course of
the project period and in accordance with the LEA Plan identified in the Final Scope of
Work;

4} Provide feedback on the LEA's status Updates, annual reports, any interim reports, and
project plans and products; and

51 Identify sources of technical assistance Tor the project.

i JOINT RESPONSIBILITIES

1} TheStateand the Perticipating LEA will each appoint a key contaet person for the Race
1o the Top grant.

2} These key contacts from the State and the Participating LEA will maintain frequent
communication 1o facilitate cooperation under this MOU.

3} State and Participating LEA grant personnel will work together to determine appropriate
timelines for project updates and status reports throughout the whole grand period.

4}  State and Participating LEA grant personnel will negotiate ingood faith o continue 1o
achieve the overall goals of the State’s Race to the Top grant, even when the State Plan
reguires modifications that affect the Participating LEA, or when the LEA Plan requires
maodification.

{3 STATE RECOURSE FOR LEA NON-PERFORMANCE
ifthe State determines that the LEA is notmesting its gosls, timelines, budget, or annual
targets or is not fulfilling other applicable reguirements, the State grantes will Iake
appropriate enforcement action, which could include a collaborative process between the
State and the LEA, or any of the enforcement measures that are detalled in 34 CFR section
80.43 including putting the LEA on relmbursement payment status, temporarily withholding
furds, or disallowing costs:

i Assurances
The Participating LEA hereby certifies and represents that it
1} Has all requisite power.and authority to execute this MOU;
2} s familiar with the State’s Race to the Top plan and is supportive of and committed fo
working on the State Plan;
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A} Agress to be g Participating LEA and willimplement the State Plan indicated in Bxhibit i,
the State application is funded,

4} Will provide a Final Scope of Work to be reviewed and approved by the State ang attached
to this MOU as Exhibit Honly if the State’s application is tunded; will do so in a timely
fashion but no later than 60 days after a grant is awarded 1o the State; and will describe in
Exhibit l'the LEA"s specific goals, activities, fimelines, budgets, key personnel, and annaal
targets for key performance measures {"LEA Plan”) ina manner that Is consistent with the
Preliminagry Scope of Work {Exhibit Bandwith the State Plary and

51 will comply with all of the Terms of the Grant, the State’s subgrant, and all applicable
Federal and State laws andregulations, including laws and regulations applicable to the
Program, and the applicable provisions of EDGAR {34 CFR Parts 75, 77,79, 80, 82, 84, B5, 85,
97,98 and 99},

The LEA and the labor organization leaders recognize that aspecis of the Race tothe Top
program may go bevond current collective bargaining agreements and agree to address those
areas collaboratively. LEAs commit to developing a district-wide Transformation Team to
oversesthe Race to the Top program:. This team must have, at a minimum; arregualnumber of
teachers and administrators, with teacher members appointed by the labor organization.

The LEA and the labor organization commit to work collaboratively to address areas of the Race
tothe Top program that differ from existing collective bargaining agreements through-the
collective bargaining process which may include, but is not limited to, additional Memoranda of
Understanding between the LEA and the locallabor organization. Nothing in this MOU shali be
construed 1o walve or override any statutory or contractual rights or duties.

4 MODIFICATIONS
This Memorandum of Understanding may be amended only by written agreement signed by
gach of the parties involved, andin consultation with ED.

V.  DURATION/TERMINATION
This Memorandum of Understanding shall be effective, beginning with the date of the last
signature herean and, if a grant isrecelved, ending upon the sxpiration of the grant project
period, or upon mutual apresment of the parties, whichever occurs first.

VI - SIGNATURES

LEA SUPERINTENDENT {or equivalent authorized signatory) — required:

Sgnature/Date

Print Name/Title

e A R R 1 10 A
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President of Local Schoo! Board (orequivalent, if applicablel:

Signarure/ Dare

Print Name/Title

Local Teachers” Union Leader{if applicable):

Signature/Date

Print Mame/Tithe
Check here if the teachersin the LEA do not belong 1o 2 union.

Authorized State Official ~ required:
By itz signature below, the State hereby accepts the LEA aga Participating LEA

Signature/Date

Frint Name/Titlke

Submission Details

MOU submissions should be sentvia e-mail to: miifeodestale ohuns.. To submit your MOU electronically,
please scan your signed MOU and attach it as a PDF in an e-mail message.
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A, EXHIBIT 1~ PRELIMINARY SCOPE OF WORK

LEA hereby agrees to participate in implementing Ohio's Race to the Top Plan in each of the areas identified below.

{B) {3) standards and Assessments

(B30 Supporting the trinsition to enhanced ﬂandards and hugh— LEAs commit to partich in g i an the new content Jards and will contribute tescher and
quality 2ssessmants principal time ta participata,
LEAs commit o revising sxisting local curricul

ardertoalign with new state standards

16}13) Usmg Data to lmmwe Instruction

Y Use of local msirur.’clwax lm;xrwement wstems LEAs withafy onal imp systedi]as defined by Race fo the Top) commit to #5 active wee at the classroom

fevel, LEAwwithout an nstructional improvement system (as defined by Race to the Top] commit to adopt a gualifying system,
(i) Professional development on use of dats LEAs com mlt o b ing & i program; LEAs without = current formative assessment program commitic
lizbior ¥ Hoping and imph ing sucha program with the state and other participating districts,
fiiry Aveilability and ibility of data to ¥ LE&s commit tio making instructionali d iable to i ith the state’s brosder research
agenda. LEAs committo parmenng wﬂh mgmutsons of hlgher edutatmﬂ L L and i il i d ional models,
(D}2) Improving Teacher and Principal Effectiveness Based on Performance -
(i Measure student grovth LEAs commlttu ing thi studen Fval el i with the prog i by iy Kids, Thig
includes sepp. 3 ional devek ﬂmi the dastnbutmn of value-added re;:mm* on anannusl basis tosll eligible teachersand

administrators,
LEAz commit to identify measures of student growth for grades and subjects that do not receive value-added reports.

{ii) Dasign and implament evaluation systems LEAs commit to i harnsi luati d definitinns of aff and highly effective teachers and principals
which encompass multiple measures including vtudant gfm.rth as one of multiple significant factors, and which are alignad with criteria
established by the state. R i the lexities of impl inig new eval ¥ in a collects ing state, LEAs
commit to desighing ravisad i i ing piilots, and providing training, with full implementation within four years:

(i) Conduct annual evaluations LEAs it to annual ions of all hers and principals within a b ive performance it system that includes

based ob ation, of student growth, and éther varied evalustion formats aligned with state criteria.

{iv){a) Use evaluations to inform professional developmant LEAs commit to using daty and results from the eval system inthe planning of district i lop [ and in
the decision-making process for budget development {building and district).

{ivi{b) Use svalustions to inform i ion, @nd LE&s it to using evaluation results inp ion and ri i i LEAs commit to implement the Teacher Residency

wwtantion program with Lesd Teachers) as specified in House Bill 1.

i) Use evaluations to inform tenure and/or full certification LEAs commit to Inclugi i a3 @ signi input Intotenure decisions.

{ivi{d) Use avalustions te inform remaval LEAs commit to employing svaluation results asa signifi input o | decisions and will commit to not allowing persistently low

petforming teachers and principals to remaln once they've been provided with ample cpportunities and suppoit to improve.

ODE/LEA Memorandum of Understanding 4/16/2010 Page 5

133 of 1049



D1{3) Ensuring Equitable Distrbition of Efective Teachers

iy High-poverty and/forhigh-minority schoals

and Principals -
EEAs ©

d-impl rategies for placing highly effective teachers

vely

ing:a plan that provides §

i high-poverty and high-minodty schools, including strategies such creating prof | tearning
oimunities, placing redms of effective teachers In such schools; and distributiy devship models, P of insuch
schewts will not be based solély on senidrity.

{il] Hard-to-staff subjects and specialty aress LE&s will i and professional develop to incrasse the pool of effective teachers svailabla in the LEA
for hard-to-staff subj and ialty areds ncludi scisnce, special ed English | learnerprag s wnd

(D)5} Providing Effective Support to Teachers and Principals

taaching in otherareas as identified by the LEA.

{if Qualty p devel LESs it implk ing the teach d in House Bill Lwith i i pports for new
teachers v the lowest-performing schouls:
11 V g the state’sp i tandards when desigaing and impl i fussi faunl

i) wffecti of profassi 1 LE&s comimit to usingthe state’s professional devel 3 when wvaluating the effacth F: i devalop

(E} (2) Turning Around the Lowest-Achieving Schools

{EMZ) Turning aroufid the lowest-achieving schools

LEAs commit to implementing one of four Racetothe-Top ied Tt dels inschools di i @5 amang the lowest 5%,
and will implemant the models 10 schools sach year, to ensure implémentation in 8l such schools within four years.

LEAs witha 3-year average rateof less ing to-the-Top funding to implement the linkage
coordinator component of the Governer's Closing the Achievement Gap initiative,

b 0% committo

General

LESs nommit o o T
Board of Education.

gy of ¥ to include, at 3 minimum, 2 monthly opdate in public to the local

For the Participating LEA

Authorized LEA Signature/Date

Print Name/Title

For the State

Authorized State Signatyre/Date

Print Name/Title
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APPENDIX A.1.10

EXAMPLES OF DRAFT LEA WORKPLANS

RATIONALE: EXAMPLES OF
DETAILED WORKPLANS UNDER
DEVELOPMENT FOR USE BY
PARTICIPATING LEAS.

REFERENCED IN:
(A)(1)
(A)(2)
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LEA Operational Plan

Assurance Area B: Standards and Assessments




(B) (3) SUPPORTING THE TRANSITIONTO ENHANCED STANDARDS AND HIGH-QUALITY ASSESSMENTS

’ COMMITMENT: LEAs commit to participating in professional development on the new academic content standards and will

contribute teacher and principal time to participate. LEAs commit to revising existing local curricula in order to align with new state
standards

YEARS 1-4 : LEA MILESTONE
YEAR 1:2010-2011
YEAR 2: 2011-2012
YEAR 3:2012-2013
Year4:2013-2014

Activities Responsible Party

Lead:
Support:

Lead:
Support:

Lead:
Support:

Lead:
Support:
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LEA Operational Plan

Assurance Area C: Data Systems to Support Instruction




(C) (3) USING DATATO IMPROVE INSTRUCTION

(C)(3) 1) USE OF LOCAL INSTRUCTIONAL IMPROVEMENT SYSTEMS

YEARS 1-4: LEA MILESTONES

Responsible Party

Support:

Lead:
Support:

Lead:
Support:

Lead:
Support:
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(C) (3) USING DATA TO IMPROVE INSTRUCTION

{(C)(3)(11) PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT ON USE OF DATA

YEARS 1-4: LEA MILESTONES

Activities Timing Responsible Party

Lead:
Support:

Lead:
Support:

Lead:
Support:

Lead:
Support:
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(C) (3) USING DATATO IMPROVE INSTRUCTION

(C) (3) (111) AVAILABILITY AND ACCESSIBILITY OF DATA TO RESEARCHERS

YEARS 1-4: LEA M1 ESTONES

Responsible Party

Support:

Lead:
Support:

Lead:
Support:

Lead:
Support:
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LEA Operational Plan

Assurance Area D: Great Teachers and Leaders




~ (D) (2) IMPROVING TEACHER AND PRINCIPAL EFFECTIVENESSBASED ONPERFORMANCE

NGRS SBaRE A = e S

YEARS 1-4 : LEA MILESTONES

_ Activities . , , Responsible Party
Lead:
Support:

Lead:
Support:

Lead:
Support:

Lead:
Support:
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. (D) (2) IMPROVING TEACHER AND PRINCIPAL EFFECTIVENESS BASED ON PERFORMANCE

(ii) Design and implement evaluation systems

YEARS1-4: 1 EA M ESTONES

Activities = Timing = ResponsibleParty = Resources/Notes
Lead:
Support:

Lead:
Support:

Lead:
Support:

Lead:
Support:
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~ (D)(2) IMPROVING TEACHER AND PRINCIPAL EFFECTIVENESS BASED ONPERFORMANCE

YEARS1-4:LEA MILESIONES

 Activities _ Timing  Responsible Party

Support:

Lead:
Support:

Lead:
Support:

Lead:
Support:
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~ (D)(2) IMPROVING TEACHER AND PRINCIPAL EFFECTIVENESS BASED ONPERFORMANCE

(iv) (a) Use evaluations to inform professional developmpent @~ ...

YEARS 1-4: I EA MILESTONES

_ Activibes 4 Timmg  ResponsibleParty
Lead:
Support:

Lead:
Support:

Lead:
Support:

Lead:
Support:
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. (D)) IMPROVING TEACHER ANDPRINCIPAL EFFECTIVENESSBASED ONPERFORMANCE

(iv) (b) Use evaluations to inform compensation, promotion, and retention

YEARS 1- 4 : LEA MILESTONES

Activiies =~ Timing = ResponsibleParty = Notes

Lead:
Support:

Lead:
Support:

Lead:
Support:

Lead:
Support:

147 of 1049




~ (D)(2) IMPROVING TEACHER AND PRINCIPAL EFFECTIVENESS BASED ONPERFORMANCE

(iv) (c) Use evaluations to inform tenure and/or full certificaton ...

‘eaes 4 A NHESTOSRC|S
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. (D) (2) IMPROVING TEACHER AND PRINCIPAL EFFECTIVENESS BASED ON PERFORMANCE

(iv) (d) Use evaluations to inform removal
" es

YEARS 1- 4 : LEA MILESTONES

Activitles, ___ Responsible Party

Lead:
Support:

Lead:
Support:

Lead:
Support:

Lead:
Support:
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(D) (3) ENSURING EQUITABLE DISTRIBUTION OF EFFECTIVE TEACHERS AND PRINCIPALS |

(i) High-poverty and/or high-minority schools

YEARS1-4: 1 EA M1 ESTONES

- 0000000 @ ~ Responsible Party

Lead:
Support:

Lead:
Support:

Lead:
Support:

Lead:
Support:
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(D) (3)ENSURING EQUITABLE DISTRIBUTION OF EFFECTIVE TEACHERS AND PRINCIPALS

Gy B e ygie e ey e

YEARS1-4:LEA MILESIONES

 Activities _ Timing  Responsible Party

Lead:
Support:

Lead:
Support:

Lead:
Support:

Lead:
Support:
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(D) (5) PROVIDING EFFECTIVE SUPPORT TO TEACHER AND PRINCIPALS

(i) Quality professional development

dhaRsl gl babiEsioms 0

Activities - - . liming ___ Responsible Party

Support:

Lead:
Support:

Lead:
Support:

Lead:
Support:
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(D) (5) PROVIDING EFFECTIVE SUPPORT TO TEACHER AND PRINCIPALS

_ {ii) Measure effectiveness of professional development

YEARS1-4: 1 EA MIESTONES

 Activiles Timing Responsible Party

Lead:
Support:

Lead:
Support:

Lead:
Support:

Lead:
Support:
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LEA Operational Plan

Assurance Area D: Turning Around the

Lowest-achieving Schools




(E) (2) TURNING AROUND THE LOWEST-ACHIEVING SCHOOLS

YEARS I-4: LEA MILESTONES

Activities Responsible Party

Lead:
Support:

Lead:
Support:

Lead:
Support:
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__ Responsible Party

Lead:
Support:

Lead:
Support:

Lead:
Support:
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Building Capacity to Implement
RttT

Self Assessment for Participating LEAs




Assurance Area B: Standards and Assessments

BUILDING LEA CAPACITY Where We Are Where We Need to Be Gaps to Address

The LEA supports the transition to new state
standards.

Staff members are very familiar with the revised
standards in English language arts.

Staff members are very familiar with the revised
standards in mathematics.

Staff members are very familiar with the revised
standards in science.

Staff members are very familiar with the revised
standards in social studies.

There is a well defined process that will be used
to revise current curricula to align with the new
state standards.

Planning has taken place to ensure that (1) staff
will participate in the professional development
program provided by the state, and (2) teachers
and principals will have time to participate.
Planning has taken place to provide local
professional development on the new standards
during the 2010-2011 school year.

Planning has taken place to predict future needs
and conditions related to transitioning to the
new standards and new assessments.
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BUILDING LEA CAPACITY

Where We Are

TANDARDS AND HIGH-QUALITY ASSESSMENTS

Where We Need to Be

Gaps to Address

Discussions have taken place regarding the
alignment of transitioning to new standards and
assessments with other district initiatives
(Systems Planning).

Discussions have taken place regarding
partnerships with organizations and
stakeholders to enhance transitioning to new
standards and assessments.
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Assurance Area C: Data Systems to Support Instruction

The district has a well defined instructional
improvement system in place at the classroom level
(see RttT definition of instructional improvement
system on next page). If there is no such system in
use, describe the planning that will need to take
place to implement a qualifying system.

The district has a comprehensive formative
assessment program in place. If there is no such
system in use, describe the planning that will need
to take place to collaboratively develop and
implement such a program with the state and other
participating districts.

Planning has taken place to make instructional
improvement system data available to researchers.

Planning has taken place to partner with institutions
of higher education to evaluate and implement
innovative educational models.

Planning has taken place to predict future needs and
conditions related to using data to improve
instruction.

Discussions have taken place regarding the
alignment of using data to improve instruction with
other district initiatives (Systems Planning).

Discussions have taken place regarding partnerships
with organizations and stakeholders to enhance the
use of data to improve instruction.
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Race to the Top definition of instructional improvement systems: technology-based tools and other strategies that provide teachers, principals,
and administrators with meaningful support and actionable data to systemically manage ¢ontinuous instructional improvement, including such

activities as: instructional planning; gathering information (e.g., through formative assessments, interim assessments, summative assessments,
and looking at student work and other student data); analyzing information with:the support of rapid-time reporting; using this information to
inform decisions on appropriate next instructional steps; and evaluating the effectiveness of the actions taken. Such systems promote
collaborative problem-solving and action planning; they may also integrate instructional data with student-level data such as attendance,
discipline, grades, credit accumulation, and student survey results to provide early warning indicators of a student’s risk of educational failure.

(U.S. Department of Education)

161 of 1049




Assurance Area D: Great Teachers and Leaders

(D) (2) IMPROVING TEACHER AND PRINCIPAL EFFECTIVENESS BASED ONPERFORMANCE

PAC
There is a comprehensive process in place to
implement the student-level value-added program

consistent with the program conducted by Battelle
for Kids.

Planning has taken place to identify measures of
student growth for grades and subjects that do not
receive value-added reports, either within the
district or in collaboration with other districts.

Planning has taken place to prepare for
implementation of a comprehensive evaluation
system including definitions of effective and highly
effective teachers and principals.

Planning has taken place to prepare for annual
evaluations of all teachers and principals within a
comprehensive performance assessment system.

Planning has taken place to use evaluations to
inform professional development and budgeting
decisions.

Planning has taken place to use evaluation results in
promotion and retention decisions.

Planning has taken place to implement the Teacher
Residency program with Lead Teacher(s) as specified
in House Bill 1.

Planning has taken place to modify the tenure
decision process in order to incorporate evaluation
results.
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There is a district accepted commitment to not
allow persistently low-performing teachers and
principals to remain once they’ve been provided
with ample opportunities and support to improve.

Planning has taken place to predict future needs and
conditions related to improving teacher and
principal effectiveness based on performance.

Discussions have taken place regarding the
alignment of improving teacher and principal
effectiveness based on performance with other
district initiatives (Systems Planning).

Discussions have taken place regarding partnerships
with organizations and stakeholders to improve
teacher and principal effectiveness based on
performance.
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e R A A ’(D):(3)’E’fNSU’R|’NfG“EQUITAB’!. EDISIRIBUTION OF EFFECTIVE TEACHERS ANDPRINCIPALS =
There is a well defined plan in place that
provides innovative strategies for placing highly
effective teachers in high-poverty and high-
minority schools.

Planning has taken place to implement
recruitment and professional development
strategies to increase the pool of effective
teachers available for hard-to-staff subjects and
specialty areas.

Planning has taken place to predict future
needs and conditions related to ensuring the
equitable distribution of effective teachers and
principals.

Discussions have taken place regarding the
alignment of ensuring the equitable
distribution of effective teachers and principals
with other initiatives is present (Systems
Planning).

Discussions have taken place regarding
partnerships with organizations and
stakeholders to ensure the equitable
distribution of effective teachers and
principals.
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Planning has taken place to implement the
Teacher Residency Program as specified in
House Bill 1 with additional intensive supports
for new teachers in the lowest-performing
schools.

. (fD') (5) PROVIDINGEFFECTIVE SUPPORT TO TEACHERS AND PRINCIPALS

Planning has taken place to use the state's
professional development standards when
designing and implementing professional
development.

Planning has taken place to use the state's
professional development standards when
evaluating the effectiveness of professional
development.

Planning has taken place to predict future
needs and conditions related to providing
effective support to teachers and principals.

Discussions have taken place regarding the
alignment of improving teacher and principal
effectiveness based on performance with other
initiatives (Systems Planning).

Discussions have taken place regarding
partnerships with organizations and
stakeholders to improve teacher and principal
effectiveness based on performance.
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Assurance Area E: Turning Around the
Lowest-achieving Schools

Planning has taken place to implement one of
the four Race-to-the-Top (and SIG) specified
intervention models in schools designated as
among the lowest 5%.

[Not applicable to districts that do not have schools
explicitly designated]

Planning has taken place to apply Race-to-the-
Top funding to implement the linkage
coordinator component of the Governor’s
Closing the Achievement Gap initiative [Required
only for school districts that have a 3-year average
graduation rate of 80% or less.]

Planning has taken place to predict future needs
and conditions related to turning around the
lowest-achieving schools. [Not applicable to
districts that do not have schools explicitly
designated]

Discussions have taken place regarding the
alignment of school intervention with other
initiatives (Systems Planning). [Not applicable to
districts that do not have schools explicitly
designated]

Discussions have taken place regarding
partnerships with organizations and stakeholders
to turnaround the lowest-achieving schools. [Not
applicable to districts that do not have schools
explicitly designated]
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General

I
General Where We Are

Planning has taken place to develop a
transparent communication strategy regarding
Race to the Top to include, at a minimum, a
monthly update in public to the local Board of
Education.
Planning has taken place to create a local Race to
the Top Transformation Team.

e Need to Be Gaps to Address
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APPENDIX A.1.11

DETAILED TABLE FOR (A)(1) —
PARTICIPATING LEA SUMMARY TABLE

RATIONALE: REQUIRED
EVIDENCE FOR (A)(1).

REFERENCED IN:

(A))
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Participating LEAs

Polly Fox Academy Community School

Phoenix Academy Community School

Pathway School of Discovery

Alliance Academy of Cincinnati

Victory Academy of Toledo

George A. Phillips Academy

Hope Academy East Campus

Wildwood Environmental Academy

Ohio Connections Academy, Inc

Quaker Digital Academy

Scholarts Preparatory and Career Center for Children
Auglaize County Educational Academy

Bridges Community Academy

Constellation Schools: Westpark Community Middle
Constellation Schools: Madison Community Elementary
Constellation Schools: Lorain Community Middle
Constellation Schools: Old Brooklyn Community Middle
Horizon Science Academy Toledo

Miamisburg Secondary Digital Academy

Findlay Digital Academy

Buckeye On-Line School for Success

Columbus Bilingual Academy

General Chappie James Leadership Academy
Constellation Schools: Puritas Community Middle
Constellation Schools: Outreach Academy for Students with Di
Pinnacle Academy

Winterfield Venture Academy

A+ Arts Academy

Columbus Arts & Technology Academy

Columbus Preparatory Academy

Orion Academy

Apex Academy

Virtual Schoolhouse, Inc.

Hope Academy Northwest Campus

King Academy Community School

Emerson Academy

FCI Academy

Wickliffe Progressive Community School

Five R'S Academy

IRN

000125
000130
000138
000139
000140
000143
000195
000222
000236
000241
000277
000288
000311
000316
000319
000320
000321
000338
000360
000402
000417
000420
000445
000534
000541
000543
000546
000556
000557
000558
000559
000560
000564
000575
000576
000577
000585
000590
000652

School Type

Community School
Community School
Community School
Community School
Community School
Community School
Community School
Community School
Community School
Community School
Community School
Community School
Community School
Community School
Community School
Community School
Community School
Community School
Community School
Community School
Community School
Community School
Community School
Community School
Community School
Community School
Community School
Community School
Community School
Community School
Community School
Community School
Community School
Community School
Community School
Community School
Community School
Community School
Community School
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#of October

School enroliment

s (FTE) for
student K-
12

132
665
724
439
152

77
373
155
1996.1
301
11211

174
150
276
107
153
282
60
93
1672
170
85
108
42
725
616
154
385
629
572
652
328
401
147
561
436
4375
30

A A 4 3 3 A 3 3 3 3 o e 3 3 3 A 3 A A 3 3 A A A 3 3 a a

FTE of students
reported as
Economically
Disadvantaged in
October enrollment
(ADM) for student K-
12

LEA
Superintend
ent (or
equivalent)

124 Y

121

Y

564 Y
416 Y
144 'Y

oy
365 Y
83Y

1091.1

Y

132 Y

92.1

Y

27Y
43Y
7Y
253 Y
85Y
69 Y
222Y

1
51

Y
Y

193 Y
164 Y

60 Y

80Y

2V
667 Y
563 Y
127y
369 Y
507 Y
563 Y
617 Y
290 Y
374 Y
146 Y
526 Y
322Y

21

Y

10V



Participating LEAs

Life Skills Center of Columbus Southeast

New Day Academy Boarding & Day School
Zenith Academy

Pschtecin Public School

Maritime Academy of Toledo, The

Educational Academy at Linden

Educational Academy for Boys & Girls

Midnimo Cross Cultural Community School
Cincinnati Speech & Reading Intervention Center
Horizon Science Academy-Cincinnati

Horizon Science Academy-Dayton

Life Skills Center of Dayton

Horizon Science Academy-Springfield

Horizon Science Academy-Denison Middle School
Bennett Venture Academy

Stambaugh Charter Academy

Horizon Science Academy-Cleveland Middle School
Westside Academy

Interactive Media & Construction (IMAC)

VLT Academy

Cleveland Entrepreneurship Preparatory School
Premier Academy of Ohio

Academy of Arts and Humanities

Youngstown Academy of Excellence

Cleveland Arts and Social Sciences Academy
Charles School at Ohio Dominican University
Mansfield Preparatory Academy

Arts and Science Preparatory Academy

Life Skills Center of North Akron

Academy of Arts and Sciences

Lion of Judah Academy

Noble Academy-Cleveland

Noble Academy-Columbus

South Scioto Academy

Life Skills Center of Columbus North

Harvard Avenue Community School

Columbus Collegiate Academy

Great Lakes Environmental Academy

Constellation Schools: Westside Community School of the Arts

IRN

000664
000677
000725
000743
000770
000777
000779
000780
000781
000804
000808
000813
000825
000838
000843
000855
000858
000875
000905
000909
000930
000938
007982
007984
007995
007999
008000
008061
008063
008064
008066
008278
008280
008281
008282
008286
009122
009147
009149

School Type

Community School
Community School
Community School
Community School
Community School
Community School
Community School
Community School
Community School
Community School
Community School
Community School
Community School
Community School
Community School
Community School
Community School
Community School
Community School
Community School
Community School
Community School
Community School
Community School
Community School
Community School
Community School
Community School
Community School
Community School
Community School
Community School
Community School
Community School
Community School
Community School
Community School
Community School
Community School
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#of October

School enroliment

s (FTE) for
student K-
12

217
149
368

90
208
101

30
132
163
301
176
292
240
327
687
539
147
133

86
769
311
248
242
180
189
255
168
231
129
122
142
229
133
186
198
649

85

68
171

A A 4 a4 3 3 A 3 3 3 o o e 3 3 3 3 A 3 3 A A A A A 3  a a

FTE of students
reported as
Economically
Disadvantaged in
October enrollment
(ADM) for student K-
12

LEA
Superintend
ent (or
equivalent)

175Y
140 Y
354Y
83Y
130 Y
47Y
2Y
M7y

6Y
159 Y
40Y
229Y
205 Y
290Y
582Y
521Y
132Y
133Y
66 Y
469 Y
256 Y
244°Y
242°Y
174 Y
177y
182Y
157Y
214Y
70Y
122Y
122Y
195Y
34Y

1

Y

166 Y
546 Y
3Y
oy
40Y



Participating LEAs

Cincinnati Leadership Academy

Bridge Academy of Ohio

C.M. Grant Leadership Academy

Central Academy of Ohio

Gahanna Alternative Community School

Romig Road Community School

Horizon Science Academy Columbus Middle School
Foundation Academy

Dayton Early College Academy, Inc

Constellation Schools: Mansfield Visual & Performing Arts
Harrisburg Pike Community School

Klepinger Community School

Sciotoville Elementary Academy

Dixon Early Learning Center Conversion Community School
Horizon Science Academy Elementary School

Horizon Science Academy Cleveland Elementary School
Knight Academy

Horizon Science Academy Denison Elementary School
Cesar Chavez College Preparatory School

Mount Auburn International Academy

L. Hollingworth School for Talented and Gifted

Village Preparatory School

Greater Summit County Early Learning Center

Bella Academy of Excellence

Providence Academy for Student Success

WinWin Academy

Falcon Academy of Creative Arts

Achieve Career Preparatory Academy

North Central Academy

Horizon Science Academy Lorain

Horizon Science Academy Dayton High School
Graham Expeditionary Middle School

Springfield Acad Of Excellence

Life Skills Center-Springfield

Life Skills Center-Middletown

Miami Valley Academies

Constellation Schools: Lorain Community Elementary
Constellation Schools: Elyria Community Elementary
Youthbuild Columbus Community

IRN

009154
009162
009163
009164
009165
009178
009179
009192
009283
009909
009954
009957
009964
009970
009920
010005
010006
010007
010036
010180
010205
011291
011381
011320
011439
011440
011487
011507
011511
011533
011534
011972
132787
132795
132803
132944
132951
132969
132085

School Type

Community School
Community School
Community School
Community School
Community School
Community School
Community School
Community School
Community School
Community School
Community School
Community School
Community School
Community School
Community School
Community School
Community School
Community School
Community School
Community School
Community School
Community School
Community School
Community School
Community School
Community School
Community School
Community School
Community School
Community School
Community School
Community School
Community School
Community School
Community School
Community School
Community School
Community School
Community School
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#of October

School enroliment

s (FTE) for
student K-
12

179
88
163
52
74
537
196
225
376
61
444
318
134
147
211
153
111
125
38
579
88.17
20
32
230
300

223

74
129
195

209
214
215
170
177
270
162

A A 4 % 4 3 3 A 3 3 3 o 3 e 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 A A A A A A A A A A

FTE of students
reported as
Economically
Disadvantaged in
October enrollment
(ADM) for student K-
12

151

LEA
Superintend
ent (or
equivalent)

Y

70Y
oy

51

Y

3BY
334Y

41

Y

225Y
249 Y
59Y
399 Y
252Y
104 Y
54Y
120Y
149 Y
38Y
12y
3BY
530 Y
1617 Y
68 Y
oy

86
15

219
53
112
63

183
200
183
147
139
153
122

Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y

Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y



Participating LEAs

Constellation Schools: Westpark Community Elementary
Intergenerational School, The

Lighthouse Comm & Prof Dev

Constellation Schools: Parma Community

Dohn Community

Richard Allen Preparatory

Electronic Classroom Of Tomorrow

Graham School, The

Cornerstone Academy Community

Dayton Leadership Academies-Dayton View Campus
Life Skills Of Trumbull County

Phoenix Community Learning Ctr

Citizens Academy

Horizon Science Acad Cleveland

Horizon Science Academy Columbus

Riverside Academy

Richard Allen Academy

The ISUS Institute of Construction Technology

New Choices Community School

Life Skills Ctr Of Cincinnati

Life Skills Ctr Of Youngstown

Hope Academy Lincoln Park

Life Skills Ctr Of Cleveland

Hope Academy Canton Campus

Life Skills Center Of Akron

Dayton Leadership Academies-Dayton Liberty Campus
Youngstown Community School

Constellation Schools: Old Brooklyn Community Elementary

Autism Model School

Hope Academy Broadway Campus
Hope Academy Chapelside Campus
Hope Academy Cathedral Campus
Hope Academy University

Hope Academy Brown St Campus
City Day Community School

East End Comm Heritage School
Life Skills Center Canton

Life Skills Center of Elyria

Focus Learning Academy of Southwest Columbus

IRN

132993
133215
133223
133256
133264
133348
133413
133421
133439
133454
133488
133504
133520
133629
133660
133678
133736
133744
133769
133785
133801
133819
133835
133850
133868
133959
134072
134098
134122
134189
134197
134205
134213
134221
134247
134288
142901
142919
142927

School Type

Community School
Community School
Community School
Community School
Community School
Community School
Community School
Community School
Community School
Community School
Community School
Community School
Community School
Community School
Community School
Community School
Community School
Community School
Community School
Community School
Community School
Community School
Community School
Community School
Community School
Community School
Community School
Community School
Community School
Community School
Community School
Community School
Community School
Community School
Community School
Community School
Community School
Community School
Community School
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#of October

School enroliment

s (FTE) for
student K-
12

296
203
99
770
90
206
7708
231
275
538
316
380
395
478
373
495
119
89
172
250
223
163
299
345
155
593
321
274
81
424
454
550
399
258
138
71
146
174
298

A A A 4 4 3 3 A 3 3 3 o 3 e 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 A A A A A A A

FTE of students
reported as
Economically

LEA
Superintend
ent (or

Disadvantaged in equivalent)
October enrollment
(ADM) for student K-

12

129Y
141Y
97Y
367 Y
2Y
152Y

5520 Y

81y
136 Y
538 Y
280 Y
323Y
316 Y
386 Y
271Y
467 Y

7Y

85Y
142Y
158 Y
202 Y
158 Y
284 Y
335 Y
140 Y
593 Y
280 Y
147Y

31Y
412Y
437Y
526 Y
380 Y
249 Y
136 Y

55Y

93y
145 Y
218 Y



Participating LEAs

Focus Learning Academy of Southeastern Columbus
Focus Learning Academy of Northern Columbus
Ohio Virtual Academy

Hope Academy Northcoast

Mound Street IT Careers Academy

Mound Street Military Careers Academy

Mound Street Health Careers Acadmy

Life Skills Center Of Hamilton County

International Acad Of Columbus

Legacy Acad For Leaders & Arts

The Autism Academy Of Learning

Treca Digital Academy

Hope Academy Cuyahoga Campus

The ISUS Institute of Manufacturing

The ISUS Institute of Health Care

Granville T Woods Comm Shule

Alternative Education Academy

Crittenton Community School

Marcus Garvey Academy

Constellation Schools: Puritas Community Elementary
Constellation Schools: Stockyard Community Elementary
Constellation Schools: Mansfield Community Elementary
Lake Erie Academy

North Dayton School Of Science & Discovery

Toledo Preparatory Academy

Eagle Academy

Richard Allen Academy Il

Richard Allen Academy Ill

Hamilton Cnty Math & Science

W C Cupe Community School

Sciotoville

Goal Digital Academy

Akron Digital Academy

Fairborn Digital Academy

Life Skills Center Of Toledo

Southwest Licking Digital Acad

West Central Learning Academy |l

Life Skills Ctr Of Lake Erie

Life Skills Center Of Summit County

IRN

142935
142943
142950
142968
143115
143123
143131
143164
143172
143180
143297
143305
143313
143347
143354
143370
143396
143412
143461
143479
143487
143495
143503
143529
143545
143552
143560
143578
143602
143636
143644
149047
149054
149088
149302
149336
151175
151183
151191

School Type

Community School
Community School
Community School
Community School
Community School
Community School
Community School
Community School
Community School
Community School
Community School
Community School
Community School
Community School
Community School
Community School
Community School
Community School
Community School
Community School
Community School
Community School
Community School
Community School
Community School
Community School
Community School
Community School
Community School
Community School
Community School
Community School
Community School
Community School
Community School
Community School
Community School
Community School
Community School
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#of October

School enroliment

s (FTE) for
student K-
12

250
291
7824
284
97

78

143
177
200

79

48
1438
433

47

105

63
1461
75

186
195
284
162
151
567
116
229
424
226
468.06
74
348.64
322.51
5945
110
157
34.72
102.26
305
165

A 4 4 e 3 A 3 3 3 o 3 e 3 3 3 A A A A A A () S

FTE of students
reported as
Economically

LEA
Superintend
ent (or

Disadvantaged in equivalent)
October enrollment
(ADM) for student K-

12

202Y
251Y

41895Y

2711Y
85Y
63Y
126 Y
1583 'Y
197 Y
32Y
2Y
794Y
404 Y
46Y
100 Y
55Y
740 Y
66 Y
143Y
132Y
250 Y
148 'Y
145Y
531Y

oy
182Y
293 Y
198Y

175.03 Y

62Y

260.68 Y
2615Y

508 Y
7w’y
113Y

1Y

745 Y

225Y
146 'Y



Participating LEAs IRN School Type # of October FTE of students LEA

School enroliment reported as Superintend
s (FTE) for ~ Economically ent (or
student K- Disadvantaged in equivalent)
12 October enrollment
(ADM) for student K-
12
Life Skills Of Northeast Ohio 151209 Community School 1 295 245Y
Tipp City Exempted Village 045617 Public District 5 2566.22 4155Y
Talawanda City 046151 Public District 5 2966.99 93798 Y
Kelleys Island Local 046797 Public District 1 14 oY
Danville Local 047837 Public District 3 7015 351Y
East Muskingum Local 048835 Public District 6 21481 680.1Y
North Bass Local 048967 Public District 0 0 oy
Put-In-Bay Local 048975 Public District 2 775 oY
Bloom-Vernon Local 049593 Public District 2 966.16 504 Y
Dayton Regional STEM School 011506 STEM School 1 81 2Y
Manchester Local 000442 Public District 2 826.56 57056 Y
Akron City 043489 Public District 68 23199.4 192626 Y
Ashtabula Area City 043513 Public District 9 4084.68 260322 Y
Barberton City 043539 Public District 8 3679 242789 Y
Beachwood City 043554 Public District 5 1505.5 122Y
Bellefontaine City 043588 Public District 5 2735.23 M77yY
Bellevue City 043596 Public District 5 2122.06 848 Y
Belpre City 043604 Public District 2 1041 481Y
Berea City 043612 Public District 10 6979.75 1870 Y
Bexley City 043620 Public District 5 2007.5 1955 Y
Brooklyn City 043653 Public District 3 1401.5 5985 Y
Brunswick City 043661 Public District 11 7275.52 1718 Y
Bryan City 043679 Public District 4 1986.85 6836 Y
Cambridge City 043695 Public District 5 2395 1515 Y
Canton City 043711 Public District 29 9898.15 691187 Y
Celina City 043729 Public District 7 2700.59 21437 Y
Centerville City 043737 Public District 12 7933.32 530 Y
Cincinnati City 043752 Public District 84 31758.83 211285 Y
Circleville City 043760 Public District 6 2288.27 1148.04 Y
Cleveland Municipal 043786 Public District 168 46647 268895 Y
Cleveland Heights-University Heights City 043794 Public District 13 5906.28 34685 Y
Columbus City School District 043802 Public District 201 51570.5 410155 Y
Conneaut Area City 043810 Public District 4 2034.54 127767 Y
Coshocton City 043828 Public District 5 17891 1058 Y
Dayton City 043844 Public District 63 13903 12716 Y
Deer Park Community City 043851 Public District 3 1249 458 Y
Delaware City 043877 Public District 8 4756.52 15535 Y
Delphos City 043885 Public District 4 1074.21 42934 Y
East Cleveland City School District 043901 Public District 9 3428 23525 Y
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Participating LEAs IRN School Type # of October FTE of students LEA

School enroliment reported as Superintend
s (FTE) for ~ Economically ent (or
student K- Disadvantaged in equivalent)
12 October enrollment
(ADM) for student K-
12
Eaton Community City 043935 Public District 4 2195.88 7045Y
Euclid City 043950 Public District 13 5863.9 317068 Y
Findlay City 043984 Public District 14 5837.17 2359.2 Y
Franklin City 044008 Public District 8 2914.08 630.22 Y
Fremont City 044016 Public District 10 4220.77 2306 Y
Gallion City 044024 Public District 4 1989.74 101551 Y
Galllipolis City 044032 Public District 5 2256.25 8648 Y
Geneva Area City 044057 Public District 7 259717 1286 Y
Grandview Heights City 044073 Public District 4 1095 174 Y
Winton Woods City 044081 Public District 6 3337.71 16825Y
Hamilton City 044107 Public District 14 9344.56 6287 Y
Jackson City 044156 Public District 6 2529.28 1288.7 Y
Kent City 044164 Public District 8 3426.06 1337.03 Y
Kenton City 044172 Public District 7 1913.7 988.38 Y
Kettering City 044180 Public District 12 7070.88 264523 Y
Lockland Local 044230 Public District 4 681 370 Y
Logan-Hocking Local 044248 Public District 7 39745 213684 Y
London City 044255 Public District 4 2035.49 789.49'Y
Lorain City 044263 Public District 28 7998 6720 Y
Maple Heights City 044305 Public District 6 3660.8 182895 Y
Marietta City 044321 Public District 6 2981.44 1285'Y
Marion City 044339 Public District 11 4525.62 310335 Y
Martins Ferry City 044347 Public District 3 15751 4216Y
Maumee City 044362 Public District 7 2684.9 8675Y
Miamisburg City 044396 Public District 12 5510 1730 Y
Middletown City 044404 Public District 15 6548.46 4306.8 Y
Mt Healthy City 044412 Public District 9 3500.56 2645.08 Y
Mount Vernon City 044420 Public District 8 3992.16 172885 Y
New Boston Local 044461 Public District 3 417.92 336.92 Y
New Lexington City 044479 Public District 4 1874.95 1082.95 Y
New Philadelphia City 044487 Public District 8 2959.71 1188 Y
North College Hill City 044511 Public District 5 1549 1008 Y
Norwood City 044578 Public District 7 2208 180 Y
Oakwood City 044586 Public District 5 2064.94 73.72Y
Oberlin City Schools 044594 Public District 4 1102.99 53599 Y
Oregon City 044602 Public District 9 3918 1186 Y
Painesville City Local 044628 Public District 6 3077.84 2304 Y
Parma City 044636 Public District 21 11754.03 4650.87 Y
Piqua City 044644 Public District 9 34722 17502 Y
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Participating LEAs

Port Clinton City

Princeton City

Reading Community City

St Bernard-Elmwood Place City
Shaker Heights City

Shelby City

Sidney City

South Euclid-Lyndhurst City
Springfield City

Steubenville City

Toledo City

Toronto City

Troy City

Upper Arlington City

Urbana City

Van Wert City

Washington Court House City
Wellston City

West Carrollton City

Whitehall City

Wickliffe City

Willard City
Willoughby-Eastlake City
Wilmington City

Worthington City

Xenia Community City
Zanesville City

Ada Exempted Village

Ambherst Exempted Village
Bluffton Exempted Village
Bradford Exempted Village
Chagrin Falls Exempted Village
Clyde-Green Springs Exempted Village
Coldwater Exempted Village
Columbiana Exempted Village
Crooksville Exempted Village
Fairport Harbor Exempted Village
Georgetown Exempted Village
Gibsonburg Exempted Village

IRN

044651
044677
044693
044719
044750
044776
044784
044792
044818
044826
044909
044917
044925
044933
044941
044966
045013
045021
045054
045070
045088
045096
045104
045112
045138
045153
045179
045187
045195
045211
045229
045286
045302
045310
045328
045351
045369
045377
045385

School Type

Public District
Public District
Public District
Public District
Public District
Public District
Public District
Public District
Public District
Public District
Public District
Public District
Public District
Public District
Public District
Public District
Public District
Public District
Public District
Public District
Public District
Public District
Public District
Public District
Public District
Public District
Public District
Public District
Public District
Public District
Public District
Public District
Public District
Public District
Public District
Public District
Public District
Public District
Public District
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October
School enroliment
(FTE) for
student K-

12

17791
5122.46
1568.7
968.16
5376.78
21793
3692.73
4299.95
7394
2273
25174.54
739.85
4500.39
4904.17
2188.43
2026.02
2205.42
1555.44
3546.5
2863
1415.93
1793.12
8190.84
3226
9076.22
4772.31
3642.42
917.88
4075.38
1083.7
605.27
1940.75
2215.18
1353.13
854.86
1142
532.2
1054.76
1026.14

FTE of students LEA

reported as

Superintend

Economically ent (or
Disadvantaged in equivalent)
October enrollment

(ADM) for student K-

12

785.08 Y
278576 Y
382.86 Y
687.58 Y
986 Y
958.91 Y
1966 Y
1877.45Y
5239 Y
1575 Y
167669 Y
4189Y
1666.73 Y
56.5Y
1059.24 Y
875 Y
861.34 Y
94625 Y
17775 Y
2098 Y
37422 Y
101151 Y
2506.29 Y
1513 Y
1845.46 Y
204251 Y
2307.92 Y
268.88 Y
849 Y
18722 Y
260.38 Y
545Y
875.38 Y
19575 Y
30711 Y
724 Y
4y
57835 Y
353 Y



Participating LEAs

Granville Exempted Village
Greenfield Exempted Village
Hicksville Exempted Village
Leetonia Exempted Village
Lisbon Exempted Village

Loudonville-Perrysville Exempted Village

Marysville Exempted Village
Mentor Exempted Village
Milford Exempted Village
Milton-Union Exempted Village
Mount Gilead Exempted Village
Paulding Exempted Village
Perrysburg Exempted Village
Wauseon Exempted Village
Allen East Local

Elida Local

Spencerville Local

Grand Valley Local

Jefferson Area Local
Pymatuning Valley Local
New Bremen Local

New Knoxville Local
Fayetteville-Perry Local
Western Brown Local
Ripley-Union-Lewis-Huntington Local
Fairfield City

Lakota Local

Ross Local

Brown Local

Triad Local

West Liberty-Salem Local
Greenon Local

Tecumseh Local
Northeastern Local

Batavia Local

Goshen Local

Crestview Local

Ridgewood Local

River View Local

IRN

045393
045401
045419
045443
045450
045468
045476
045492
045500
045518
045534
045575
045583
045641
045757
045773
045807
045864
045872
045880
045955
045963
046045
046060
046078
046102
046110
046144
046177
046201
046219
046235
046243
046250
046300
046342
046433
046474
046482

School Type

Public District
Public District
Public District
Public District
Public District
Public District
Public District
Public District
Public District
Public District
Public District
Public District
Public District
Public District
Public District
Public District
Public District
Public District
Public District
Public District
Public District
Public District
Public District
Public District
Public District
Public District
Public District
Public District
Public District
Public District
Public District
Public District
Public District
Public District
Public District
Public District
Public District
Public District
Public District
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October
School enroliment
(FTE) for
student K-

12

2498.37
21215
1013
757.5
1038.25
1180.03
5104.77
8261.65
6075.44
1594
1241.46
1528.87
4434.28
1973
1110.4
2426.22
977
1385.78
1926
1320.77
828.01
432.65
979
3377.2
1150.35
9664.8
17408.9
2771.45
715
1033.8
1243.36
1891.86
3285.36
3574.79
2071.97
2605
1182.52
1353.22
211912

FTE of students LEA

reported as

Superintend

Economically ent (or
Disadvantaged in equivalent)
October enrollment

(ADM) for student K-

12

58 Y
11965 Y
420Y
3695 Y
5515Y
47263 Y
118297 Y
177178 Y
1209 Y
6095 Y
42274 Y
697.85 Y
486.36 Y
674Y
255Y
1006.74 Y
217Y
6459 Y
7785 Y
757.32Y
107.75 Y
45Y
3655 Y
141995 Y
690.23 Y
19032 Y
2240.09 Y
55095 Y
375Y
31315 Y
155 Y
491.86 Y
1542 Y
78736 Y
849.22 Y
834Y
487.39 Y
69261 Y
845'Y



Participating LEAs

Cuyahoga Heights Local
Orange City

Richmond Heights Local
Ansonia Local
Mississinawa Valley Local
Tri-Village Local

Central Local
Northeastern Local

Big Walnut Local
Buckeye Valley Local
Olentangy Local
Margaretta Local

Liberty Union-Thurston Local
Pickerington Local
Walnut Township Local
Miami Trace Local
Canal Winchester Local
Groveport Madison Local
Reynoldsburg City
Hilliard City

Dublin City
Archbold-Area Local
Evergreen Local

Fayette Local

Pettisville Local
Pike-Delta-York Local
Cardinal Local

Kenston Local
Ledgemont Local
Newbury Local

West Geauga Local
Beavercreek City

Bellbrook-Sugarcreek Local School District

Rolling Hills Local
Finneytown Local
Northwest Local
Oak Hills Local
Arcadia Local
Arlington Local

IRN

046557
046581
046599
046623
046672
046680
046714
046722
046748
046755
046763
046805
046888
046896
046904
046920
046946
046979
047001
047019
047027
047043
047050
047068
047076
047084
047175
047191
047209
047217
047225
047241
047274
047308
047332
047365
047373
047415
047423

School Type

Public District
Public District
Public District
Public District
Public District
Public District
Public District
Public District
Public District
Public District
Public District
Public District
Public District
Public District
Public District
Public District
Public District
Public District
Public District
Public District
Public District
Public District
Public District
Public District
Public District
Public District
Public District
Public District
Public District
Public District
Public District
Public District
Public District
Public District
Public District
Public District
Public District
Public District
Public District
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October
School enroliment
(FTE) for
student K-

12

905
21735
900.24
647.44
679.93
779.75

1187.06
1095.54
2861.53
2348.12
14290.6
1292.25
14011
10239.06
663.82
2484.71
3446.88
5671.23
5958.43
14807.57
13336.64
1269
1273.38
466.62
541.49
1350.41
1287
3047.12
557.7
643.5
2219.09
7545.63
2582.76
1917.52
1558.5
9268
7758.5
57252
605.2

FTE of students LEA

reported as

Superintend

Economically ent (or
Disadvantaged in equivalent)
October enrollment

(ADM) for student K-

12

166 Y
32475Y
436.62 Y

248 Y
334.24 Y
27162Y
389.85Y
276.47 Y

480.1Y

547 Y
10715Y

439Y

424Y
187538 Y
311.99 Y
1017.46 Y
883.41Y
3107.34 Y
2080.59 Y
2760.28 Y
15975Y
341Y
373Y

204 Y

1515Y
51597 Y
287Y
33258 Y
166.11 Y
1785 Y
%Y
759.29 Y
373Y
1104.96 Y
512 Y
3811 Y
3415Y
1828 Y
1249 'Y



Participating LEAs IRN School Type # of October FTE of students LEA

School enroliment reported as Superintend
s (FTE) for ~ Economically ent (or
student K- Disadvantaged in equivalent)
12 October enrollment
(ADM) for student K-
12
Cory-Rawson Local 047431 Public District 3 599.8 162Y
Liberty-Benton Local 047449 Public District 3 1247.41 25045 Y
Vanlue Local 047472 Public District 2 236.35 502Y
Ridgemont Local 047506 Public District 2 5825 125Y
Riverdale Local 047514 Public District 4 1004.87 4004 Y
Liberty Center Local 047589 Public District 3 1168 383 Y
Bright Local 047613 Public District 3 744.03 407.24 Y
Fairfield Local 047621 Public District 3 870 3855Y
West Holmes Local 047696 Public District 7 2536.11 110033 Y
Monroeville Local 047712 Public District 2 655.95 126 Y
South Central Local 047738 Public District 3 892.11 417Y
Centerburg Local 047829 Public District 3 1157.65 2305Y
East Knox Local 047845 Public District 3 1269.5 497 Y
Fredericktown Local 047852 Public District 3 1111.38 3785Y
Fairland Local 047936 Public District 4 1833.82 738 Y
Rock Hill Local 047944 Public District 4 1623.25 94043 Y
Johnstown-Monroe Local 047985 Public District 4 1485.53 296.07 Y
Licking Heights Local 048009 Public District 5 31395 847 Y
Northridge Local 048033 Public District 4 1370.05 257.38 Y
Southwest Licking Local 048041 Public District 7 3743.71 1096.36 Y
Benjamin Logan Local 048074 Public District 3 1900.71 4465 Y
Indian Lake Local 048082 Public District 3 1796 615 Y
Avon Lake City 048124 Public District 7 3681 394 Y
Clearview Local 048132 Public District 3 1679.94 889.94 Y
Keystone Local 048165 Public District 3 1689 394 Y
Ottawa Hills Local 048215 Public District 2 9728 oy
Springfield Local 048223 Public District 6 3939.37 15213 Y
Jefferson Local 048256 Public District 3 1288.38 4165Y
Jonathan Alder Local 048264 Public District 5 2015.82 503 Y
Madison-Plains Local 048272 Public District 5 1365.5 472’ Y
Canfield Local 048314 Public District 4 2990.5 3435Y
Jackson-Milton Local 048322 Public District 3 873 376'Y
Sebring Local 048355 Public District 2 630 303 Y
Western Reserve Local 048397 Public District 4 710 160 Y
Buckeye Local 048470 Public District 4 2269 561 'Y
Cloverleaf Local 048488 Public District 6 2965.9 854 Y
Highland Local 048496 Public District 5 3170.9 269 Y
Eastern Local 048512 Public District 2 889.5 4015Y
Meigs Local 048520 Public District 4 1897.7 12454 Y
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Participating LEAs

Southern Local

Marion Local

Fort Recovery Local
Bethel Local

Miami East Local
Trotwood-Madison City
Mad River Local

New Lebanon Local
Northmont City

Valley View Local
Huber Heights City
Morgan Local

Highland Local
Northmor Local
Franklin Local
Maysville Local
Tri-Valley Local

West Muskingum Local
Noble Local

Benton Carroll Salem Local
Danbury Local

Genoa Area Local
Antwerp Local

Wayne Trace Local
Northern Local
Southern Local

Scioto Valley Local
Aurora City

National Trail Local
Columbus Grove Local
Continental Local
Jennings Local

Kalida Local

Miller City-New Cleveland Local
Ottawa-Glandorf Local
Ottoville Local

Clear Fork Valley Local
Crestview Local
Lexington Local

IRN

048538
048553
048595
048611
048629
048694
048702
048710
048728
048744
048751
048777
048801
048819
048843
048850
048876
048884
048900
048926
048934
048942
048991
049031
049056
049064
049130
049171
049270
049312
049320
049338
049346
049361
049379
049387
049411
049429
049437

School Type

Public District
Public District
Public District
Public District
Public District
Public District
Public District
Public District
Public District
Public District
Public District
Public District
Public District
Public District
Public District
Public District
Public District
Public District
Public District
Public District
Public District
Public District
Public District
Public District
Public District
Public District
Public District
Public District
Public District
Public District
Public District
Public District
Public District
Public District
Public District
Public District
Public District
Public District
Public District
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October
School enroliment
(FTE) for
student K-

12

7285
868.72
946.29
888.67

1223.59
2799.6
3598
1117.42
5433.41
1884
6219
2075
1901.98
1176.78
2267.96
2250.6
3222.88
15735
1060.5
1867.41
5562
1487.08
689
1004.85
22842
836.54
1596
2908.42
1069
918.44
557
404.55
6155
466
1418.18
485.27
1815.99
1273.56
2591

FTE of students LEA

reported as

Superintend

Economically ent (or
Disadvantaged in equivalent)
October enrollment

(ADM) for student K-

12

489 Y
5581 Y
12352Y
97Y
204 Y
19496 Y
2224 Y
489 Y
17585Y
4175Y
2178 Y
1140 Y
507 Y
490.16 Y
1170.96 Y
1136 Y
1173Y
6055 Y
501Y
538.37 Y
131Y
409.37 Y
154Y
39797 Y
9828 Y
568.54 Y
1041 Y
2525Y
447 Y
246 Y
212 Y
48 Y
695 Y
37Y
2746 Y
489 Y
635.16 Y
503 Y
589 Y



Participating LEAs IRN School Type # of October FTE of students LEA

School enroliment reported as Superintend
s (FTE) for ~ Economically ent (or
student K- Disadvantaged in equivalent)
12 October enrollment
(ADM) for student K-
12
Lucas Local 049445 Public District 3 570.74 166.08 Y
Madison Local 049452 Public District 6 3167.25 1788 Y
Plymouth-Shiloh Local 049460 Public District 4 865.94 486.98 Y
Adena Local 049494 Public District 4 12247 456.75 Y
Union-Scioto Local 049536 Public District 3 2162.47 1022.72 Y
Green Local 049619 Public District 3 619.21 353.34 Y
Northwest Local 049635 Public District 3 1682.5 11035 Y
Wheelersburg Local 049668 Public District 3 1548.1 651.3Y
Bettsville Local 049692 Public District 3 186.88 46.88 Y
Anna Local 049759 Public District 3 1220.7 120Y
Botkins Local 049767 Public District 2 528.88 104 Y
Fairlawn Local 049775 Public District 2 593.4 89.65Y
Fort Loramie Local 049783 Public District 2 808 59 Y
Jackson Center Local 049809 Public District 2 539.31 17452Y
Russia Local 049817 Public District 2 481.12 44'Y
Canton Local 049833 Public District 7 2298.87 114278 Y
Jackson Local 049858 Public District 6 5480.82 826.01 Y
Lake Local 049866 Public District 5 3483.87 77184 Y
Marlington Local 049882 Public District 5 2544.41 989.21 Y
Minerva Local 049890 Public District 3 2041.53 999.33 Y
Northwest Local 049908 Public District 5 2149.16 681.58 Y
Plain Local 049932 Public District 11 5913.84 221939 Y
Tuslaw Local 049957 Public District 3 1507.42 37851 Y
Coventry Local 049999 Public District 6 2326.43 102256 Y
Manchester Local 050005 Public District 3 1473.8 9Y
Green Local 050013 Public District 6 41485 815 Y
Hudson City 050021 Public District 6 4714.38 17942 Y
Nordonia Hills City 050047 Public District 6 3903 6635 Y
Revere Local 050054 Public District 4 27835 5Y
Springfield Local 050062 Public District 6 2388.09 1276.26 Y
Twinsburg City 050070 Public District 5 42405 601 Y
Bloomfield-Mespo Local 050096 Public District 2 3275 198 Y
Brookfield Local 050120 Public District 3 1180 484 Y
Indian Valley Local Schools 050286 Public District 4 1875.12 889.96 Y
Tuscarawas Valley Local 050302 Public District 4 1584.53 53356 Y
North Union Local 050336 Public District 3 1458.5 5195Y
Crestview Local 050351 Public District 2 940 323Y
Vinton County Local 050393 Public District 5 2301 1648 Y
Wayne Local 050468 Public District 4 1462.07 239 Y

181 of 1049



Participating LEAs

Frontier Local

Warren Local

Wolf Creek Local

Southeast Local

Edon-Northwest Local

Millcreek-West Unity Local

North Central Local

Stryker Local

North Baltimore Local

Otsego Local

Adams County/Ohio Valley Local
Gallia County Local

Monroe Local School District
Columbus Humanities, Arts and Technology Academy
Academic Acceleration Academy
Promise Academy

Zanesville Community School

Star Academy of Toledo

Ashland County Community Academy
Western Reserve Kindergarten Learning Academy
Mahoning County High School
Rushmore Academy

Millennium Community School

Virtual Community School Of Ohio
Arts & College Preparatory Academy
Franklin Local Community School
Tomorrow Center

Mahoning Unlimited Classroom
Foxfire Center For Student Success

IRN

050492
050500
050518
050583
050625
050633
050641
050658
050708
050724
061903
065680
139303
000553
000912
000936
009148
009171
009971
009983
009996
011444
133561
143537
143610
148932
148981
148999
149328

School Type

Public District
Public District
Public District
Public District
Public District
Public District
Public District
Public District
Public District
Public District
Public District
Public District
Public District
Community School
Community School
Community School
Community School
Community School
Community School
Community School
Community School
Community School
Community School
Community School
Community School
Community School
Community School
Community School
Community School
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#of October

School enroliment

s (FTE) for
student K-
12

797
2572
653.2
1696.5
617

647
633.94
467.97
697.24
1565.72
4000.98
2392.55
2196.52
354

175

601

74

203

105

44

38

77

659
13145
254

65

M
1265
249
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FTE of students
reported as
Economically
Disadvantaged in

October enrollment
(ADM) for student K-

12

LEA
Superintend
ent (or
equivalent)

478 Y
843 Y
195Y
7215Y

59 Y

1985Y
29047 Y
163 Y
2711.37Y

44Y

2609.58 Y
1325 Y
521.8Y
331Y
174Y
408 Y

63Y

197 Y

53Y
9Y
36Y
50Y
4y

9845Y
156 Y

54Y
12Y

745 Y

82y



Participating LEAs

Polly Fox Academy Community School

Phoenix Academy Community School

Pathway School of Discovery

Alliance Academy of Cincinnati

Victory Academy of Toledo

George A. Phillips Academy

Hope Academy East Campus

Wildwood Environmental Academy

Ohio Connections Academy, Inc

Quaker Digital Academy

Scholarts Preparatory and Career Center for Children
Auglaize County Educational Academy

Bridges Community Academy

Constellation Schools: Westpark Community Middle
Constellation Schools: Madison Community Elementary
Constellation Schools: Lorain Community Middle
Constellation Schools: Old Brooklyn Community Middle
Horizon Science Academy Toledo

Miamisburg Secondary Digital Academy

Findlay Digital Academy

Buckeye On-Line School for Success

Columbus Bilingual Academy

General Chappie James Leadership Academy
Constellation Schools: Puritas Community Middle

Constellation Schools: Outreach Academy for Students with Di

Pinnacle Academy

Winterfield Venture Academy

A+ Arts Academy

Columbus Arts & Technology Academy
Columbus Preparatory Academy

Orion Academy

Apex Academy

Virtual Schoolhouse, Inc.

Hope Academy Northwest Campus
King Academy Community School
Emerson Academy

FCI Academy

Wickliffe Progressive Community School
Five R'S Academy

President  President

of local of Local

school Teachers'

board (if Union (if

applicable) applicable
)

P T T T T T T T T T T T T T

N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
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Participating LEAs

Life Skills Center of Columbus Southeast

New Day Academy Boarding & Day School
Zenith Academy

Pschtecin Public School

Maritime Academy of Toledo, The

Educational Academy at Linden

Educational Academy for Boys & Girls

Midnimo Cross Cultural Community School
Cincinnati Speech & Reading Intervention Center
Horizon Science Academy-Cincinnati

Horizon Science Academy-Dayton

Life Skills Center of Dayton

Horizon Science Academy-Springfield

Horizon Science Academy-Denison Middle School
Bennett Venture Academy

Stambaugh Charter Academy

Horizon Science Academy-Cleveland Middle School
Westside Academy

Interactive Media & Construction (IMAC)

VLT Academy

Cleveland Entrepreneurship Preparatory School
Premier Academy of Ohio

Academy of Arts and Humanities

Youngstown Academy of Excellence

Cleveland Arts and Social Sciences Academy
Charles School at Ohio Dominican University
Mansfield Preparatory Academy

Arts and Science Preparatory Academy

Life Skills Center of North Akron

Academy of Arts and Sciences

Lion of Judah Academy

Noble Academy-Cleveland

Noble Academy-Columbus

South Scioto Academy

Life Skills Center of Columbus North

Harvard Avenue Community School

Columbus Collegiate Academy

Great Lakes Environmental Academy
Constellation Schools: Westside Community School of the Arts

President President Uses
of local of Local  Standard
school Teachers' Terms &
board (if Union (if  Conditions
applicable) applicable

)

P T T T T T T T T T T T T T

N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
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Participating LEAs

Cincinnati Leadership Academy

Bridge Academy of Ohio

C.M. Grant Leadership Academy

Central Academy of Ohio

Gahanna Alternative Community School

Romig Road Community School

Horizon Science Academy Columbus Middle School
Foundation Academy

Dayton Early College Academy, Inc

Constellation Schools: Mansfield Visual & Performing Arts
Harrisburg Pike Community School

Klepinger Community School

Sciotoville Elementary Academy

Dixon Early Learning Center Conversion Community School
Horizon Science Academy Elementary School

Horizon Science Academy Cleveland Elementary School
Knight Academy

Horizon Science Academy Denison Elementary School
Cesar Chavez College Preparatory School

Mount Auburn International Academy

L. Hollingworth School for Talented and Gifted

Village Preparatory School

Greater Summit County Early Learning Center

Bella Academy of Excellence

Providence Academy for Student Success

WinWin Academy

Falcon Academy of Creative Arts

Achieve Career Preparatory Academy

North Central Academy

Horizon Science Academy Lorain

Horizon Science Academy Dayton High School
Graham Expeditionary Middle School

Springfield Acad Of Excellence

Life Skills Center-Springfield

Life Skills Center-Middletown

Miami Valley Academies

Constellation Schools: Lorain Community Elementary
Constellation Schools: Elyria Community Elementary
Youthbuild Columbus Community

President President Uses
of local of Local  Standard
school Teachers' Terms &
board (if Union (if  Conditions
applicable) applicable

)

P T T T T T T T T T T T T T

N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
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Participating LEAs

Constellation Schools: Westpark Community Elementary
Intergenerational School, The

Lighthouse Comm & Prof Dev

Constellation Schools: Parma Community

Dohn Community

Richard Allen Preparatory

Electronic Classroom Of Tomorrow

Graham School, The

Cornerstone Academy Community

Dayton Leadership Academies-Dayton View Campus
Life Skills Of Trumbull County

Phoenix Community Learning Ctr

Citizens Academy

Horizon Science Acad Cleveland

Horizon Science Academy Columbus

Riverside Academy

Richard Allen Academy

The ISUS Institute of Construction Technology

New Choices Community School

Life Skills Ctr Of Cincinnati

Life Skills Ctr Of Youngstown

Hope Academy Lincoln Park

Life Skills Ctr Of Cleveland

Hope Academy Canton Campus

Life Skills Center Of Akron

Dayton Leadership Academies-Dayton Liberty Campus
Youngstown Community School

Constellation Schools: Old Brooklyn Community Elementary
Autism Model School

Hope Academy Broadway Campus

Hope Academy Chapelside Campus

Hope Academy Cathedral Campus

Hope Academy University

Hope Academy Brown St Campus

City Day Community School

East End Comm Heritage School

Life Skills Center Canton

Life Skills Center of Elyria

Focus Learning Academy of Southwest Columbus

President President Uses
of local of Local  Standard
school Teachers' Terms &
board (if Union (if  Conditions
applicable) applicable

)

P T T T T T T T T T T T T T

N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
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Participating LEAs

Focus Learning Academy of Southeastern Columbus
Focus Learning Academy of Northern Columbus
Ohio Virtual Academy

Hope Academy Northcoast

Mound Street IT Careers Academy

Mound Street Military Careers Academy

Mound Street Health Careers Acadmy

Life Skills Center Of Hamilton County

International Acad Of Columbus

Legacy Acad For Leaders & Arts

The Autism Academy Of Learning

Treca Digital Academy

Hope Academy Cuyahoga Campus

The ISUS Institute of Manufacturing

The ISUS Institute of Health Care

Granville T Woods Comm Shule

Alternative Education Academy

Crittenton Community School

Marcus Garvey Academy

Constellation Schools: Puritas Community Elementary
Constellation Schools: Stockyard Community Elementary
Constellation Schools: Mansfield Community Elementary
Lake Erie Academy

North Dayton School Of Science & Discovery

Toledo Preparatory Academy

Eagle Academy

Richard Allen Academy Il

Richard Allen Academy Ill

Hamilton Cnty Math & Science

W C Cupe Community School

Sciotoville

Goal Digital Academy

Akron Digital Academy

Fairborn Digital Academy

Life Skills Center Of Toledo

Southwest Licking Digital Acad

West Central Learning Academy |l

Life Skills Ctr Of Lake Erie

Life Skills Center Of Summit County

President President Uses
of local of Local  Standard
school Teachers' Terms &
board (if Union (if  Conditions
applicable) applicable

)

P T T T T T T T T T T T T T

N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
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Participating LEAs

Life Skills Of Northeast Ohio
Tipp City Exempted Village
Talawanda City

Kelleys Island Local
Danville Local

East Muskingum Local
North Bass Local
Put-In-Bay Local
Bloom-Vernon Local
Dayton Regional STEM School
Manchester Local

Akron City

Ashtabula Area City
Barberton City

Beachwood City
Bellefontaine City

Bellevue City

Belpre City

Berea City

Bexley City

Brooklyn City

Brunswick City

Bryan City

Cambridge City

Canton City

Celina City

Centerville City

Cincinnati City

Circleville City

Cleveland Municipal

Cleveland Heights-University Heights City

Columbus City School District
Conneaut Area City
Coshocton City

Dayton City

Deer Park Community City
Delaware City

Delphos City

East Cleveland City School District

President
of local
school
board (if
applicable)

P T T T T T T T T T T T T T

President Uses

of Local  Standard
Teachers' Terms &
Union (if  Conditions
applicable

N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
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Participating LEAs

Eaton Community City
Euclid City

Findlay City

Franklin City

Fremont City

Galion City

Gallipolis City
Geneva Area City
Grandview Heights City
Winton Woods City
Hamilton City
Jackson City

Kent City

Kenton City

Kettering City
Lockland Local
Logan-Hocking Local
London City

Lorain City

Maple Heights City
Marietta City

Marion City

Martins Ferry City
Maumee City
Miamisburg City
Middletown City

Mt Healthy City
Mount Vernon City
New Boston Local
New Lexington City
New Philadelphia City
North College Hill City
Norwood City
Oakwood City
Oberlin City Schools
Oregon City
Painesville City Local
Parma City

Pigua City

President
of local
school
board (if
applicable)

P T T T T T T T T T T T T T

President Uses

of Local  Standard
Teachers' Terms &
Union (if  Conditions
applicable
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Participating LEAs

Port Clinton City

Princeton City

Reading Community City

St Bernard-Elmwood Place City
Shaker Heights City

Shelby City

Sidney City

South Euclid-Lyndhurst City
Springfield City

Steubenville City

Toledo City

Toronto City

Troy City

Upper Arlington City

Urbana City

Van Wert City

Washington Court House City
Wellston City

West Carrollton City

Whitehall City

Wickliffe City

Willard City
Willoughby-Eastlake City
Wilmington City

Worthington City

Xenia Community City
Zanesville City

Ada Exempted Village

Ambherst Exempted Village
Bluffton Exempted Village
Bradford Exempted Village
Chagrin Falls Exempted Village
Clyde-Green Springs Exempted Village
Coldwater Exempted Village
Columbiana Exempted Village
Crooksville Exempted Village
Fairport Harbor Exempted Village
Georgetown Exempted Village
Gibsonburg Exempted Village

President President Uses
of local of Local  Standard
school Teachers' Terms &
board (if Union (if  Conditions
applicable) applicable

)

P T T T T T T T T T T T T T
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Participating LEAs

Granville Exempted Village
Greenfield Exempted Village
Hicksville Exempted Village
Leetonia Exempted Village
Lisbon Exempted Village
Loudonville-Perrysville Exempted Village
Marysville Exempted Village
Mentor Exempted Village
Milford Exempted Village
Milton-Union Exempted Village
Mount Gilead Exempted Village
Paulding Exempted Village
Perrysburg Exempted Village
Wauseon Exempted Village
Allen East Local

Elida Local

Spencerville Local

Grand Valley Local

Jefferson Area Local
Pymatuning Valley Local

New Bremen Local

New Knoxville Local
Fayetteville-Perry Local
Western Brown Local
Ripley-Union-Lewis-Huntington Local
Fairfield City

Lakota Local

Ross Local

Brown Local

Triad Local

West Liberty-Salem Local
Greenon Local

Tecumseh Local

Northeastern Local

Batavia Local

Goshen Local

Crestview Local

Ridgewood Local

River View Local

President President Uses
of local of Local  Standard
school Teachers' Terms &
board (if Union (if  Conditions
applicable) applicable
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Participating LEAs

Cuyahoga Heights Local
Orange City

Richmond Heights Local
Ansonia Local
Mississinawa Valley Local
Tri-Village Local

Central Local
Northeastern Local

Big Walnut Local
Buckeye Valley Local
Olentangy Local
Margaretta Local

Liberty Union-Thurston Local
Pickerington Local
Walnut Township Local
Miami Trace Local

Canal Winchester Local
Groveport Madison Local
Reynoldsburg City
Hilliard City

Dublin City
Archbold-Area Local
Evergreen Local

Fayette Local

Pettisville Local
Pike-Delta-York Local
Cardinal Local

Kenston Local
Ledgemont Local
Newbury Local

West Geauga Local
Beavercreek City
Bellbrook-Sugarcreek Local School District
Rolling Hills Local
Finneytown Local
Northwest Local

Oak Hills Local

Arcadia Local

Arlington Local

President President Uses
of local of Local  Standard
school Teachers' Terms &
board (if Union (if  Conditions
applicable) applicable
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Participating LEAs

Cory-Rawson Local
Liberty-Benton Local
Vanlue Local
Ridgemont Local
Riverdale Local
Liberty Center Local
Bright Local

Fairfield Local

West Holmes Local
Monroeville Local
South Central Local
Centerburg Local
East Knox Local
Fredericktown Local
Fairland Local

Rock Hill Local
Johnstown-Monroe Local
Licking Heights Local
Northridge Local
Southwest Licking Local
Benjamin Logan Local
Indian Lake Local
Avon Lake City
Clearview Local
Keystone Local
Ottawa Hills Local
Springfield Local
Jefferson Local
Jonathan Alder Local
Madison-Plains Local
Canfield Local
Jackson-Milton Local
Sebring Local
Western Reserve Local
Buckeye Local
Cloverleaf Local
Highland Local
Eastern Local

Meigs Local

President
of local
school
board (if
applicable)
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Participating LEAs

Southern Local

Marion Local

Fort Recovery Local
Bethel Local

Miami East Local
Trotwood-Madison City
Mad River Local

New Lebanon Local
Northmont City

Valley View Local
Huber Heights City
Morgan Local

Highland Local
Northmor Local
Franklin Local
Maysville Local
Tri-Valley Local

West Muskingum Local
Noble Local

Benton Carroll Salem Local
Danbury Local

Genoa Area Local
Antwerp Local

Wayne Trace Local
Northern Local
Southern Local

Scioto Valley Local
Aurora City

National Trail Local
Columbus Grove Local
Continental Local
Jennings Local

Kalida Local

Miller City-New Cleveland Local
Ottawa-Glandorf Local
Ottoville Local

Clear Fork Valley Local
Crestview Local
Lexington Local

President President Uses
of local of Local  Standard
school Teachers' Terms &
board (if Union (if  Conditions
applicable) applicable
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Participating LEAs

Lucas Local

Madison Local
Plymouth-Shiloh Local
Adena Local
Union-Scioto Local
Green Local
Northwest Local
Wheelersburg Local
Bettsville Local

Anna Local

Botkins Local
Fairlawn Local

Fort Loramie Local
Jackson Center Local
Russia Local

Canton Local

Jackson Local

Lake Local

Marlington Local
Minerva Local
Northwest Local

Plain Local

Tuslaw Local
Coventry Local
Manchester Local
Green Local

Hudson City

Nordonia Hills City
Revere Local
Springfield Local
Twinsburg City
Bloomfield-Mespo Local
Brookfield Local
Indian Valley Local Schools
Tuscarawas Valley Local
North Union Local
Crestview Local
Vinton County Local
Wayne Local

President President Uses
of local of Local  Standard
school Teachers' Terms &
board (if Union (if  Conditions
applicable) applicable
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Participating LEAs

Frontier Local

Warren Local

Wolf Creek Local

Southeast Local

Edon-Northwest Local

Millcreek-West Unity Local

North Central Local

Stryker Local

North Baltimore Local

Otsego Local

Adams County/Ohio Valley Local
Gallia County Local

Monroe Local School District
Columbus Humanities, Arts and Technology Academy
Academic Acceleration Academy
Promise Academy

Zanesville Community School

Star Academy of Toledo

Ashland County Community Academy
Western Reserve Kindergarten Learning Academy
Mahoning County High School
Rushmore Academy

Millennium Community School

Virtual Community School Of Ohio
Arts & College Preparatory Academy
Franklin Local Community School
Tomorrow Center

Mahoning Unlimited Classroom
Foxfire Center For Student Success

President President Uses
of local of Local  Standard
school Teachers' Terms &
board (if Union (if  Conditions
applicable) applicable

)
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Participating LEAs

D)@y (D))

D)@ D)@Mb) O D@ D)3
Polly Fox Academy Community School

Phoenix Academy Community School

Pathway School of Discovery

Alliance Academy of Cincinnati

Victory Academy of Toledo

George A. Phillips Academy

Hope Academy East Campus

Wildwood Environmental Academy

Ohio Connections Academy, Inc

Quaker Digital Academy

Scholarts Preparatory and Career Center for Children
Auglaize County Educational Academy

Bridges Community Academy

Constellation Schools: Westpark Community Middle
Constellation Schools: Madison Community Elementary
Constellation Schools: Lorain Community Middle
Constellation Schools: Old Brooklyn Community Middle
Horizon Science Academy Toledo

Miamisburg Secondary Digital Academy

Findlay Digital Academy

Buckeye On-Line School for Success

Columbus Bilingual Academy

General Chappie James Leadership Academy
Constellation Schools: Puritas Community Middle
Constellation Schools: Outreach Academy for Students with Di
Pinnacle Academy

Winterfield Venture Academy

A+ Arts Academy

Columbus Arts & Technology Academy

Columbus Preparatory Academy

Orion Academy

Apex Academy

Virtual Schoolhouse, Inc.

Hope Academy Northwest Campus

King Academy Community School

Emerson Academy

FCI Academy

Wickliffe Progressive Community School
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Participating LEAs

D)@y (D))

D)@ D)@Mb) O D@ D)3
Life Skills Center of Columbus Southeast

New Day Academy Boarding & Day School
Zenith Academy

Pschtecin Public School

Maritime Academy of Toledo, The

Educational Academy at Linden

Educational Academy for Boys & Girls

Midnimo Cross Cultural Community School
Cincinnati Speech & Reading Intervention Center
Horizon Science Academy-Cincinnati

Horizon Science Academy-Dayton

Life Skills Center of Dayton

Horizon Science Academy-Springfield

Horizon Science Academy-Denison Middle School
Bennett Venture Academy

Stambaugh Charter Academy

Horizon Science Academy-Cleveland Middle School
Westside Academy

Interactive Media & Construction (IMAC)

VLT Academy

Cleveland Entrepreneurship Preparatory School
Premier Academy of Ohio

Academy of Arts and Humanities

Youngstown Academy of Excellence

Cleveland Arts and Social Sciences Academy
Charles School at Ohio Dominican University
Mansfield Preparatory Academy

Arts and Science Preparatory Academy

Life Skills Center of North Akron

Academy of Arts and Sciences

Lion of Judah Academy

Noble Academy-Cleveland

Noble Academy-Columbus

South Scioto Academy

Life Skills Center of Columbus North

Harvard Avenue Community School

Columbus Collegiate Academy

Great Lakes Environmental Academy
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Constellation Schools: Westside Community School of the Arts Y Y
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Participating LEAs

D)@y (D))

D)@ D)@Mb) O D@ D)3
Cincinnati Leadership Academy

Bridge Academy of Ohio

C.M. Grant Leadership Academy

Central Academy of Ohio

Gahanna Alternative Community School

Romig Road Community School

Horizon Science Academy Columbus Middle School
Foundation Academy

Dayton Early College Academy, Inc

Constellation Schools: Mansfield Visual & Performing Arts
Harrisburg Pike Community School

Klepinger Community School

Sciotoville Elementary Academy

Dixon Early Learning Center Conversion Community School
Horizon Science Academy Elementary School

Horizon Science Academy Cleveland Elementary School
Knight Academy

Horizon Science Academy Denison Elementary School
Cesar Chavez College Preparatory School

Mount Auburn International Academy

L. Hollingworth School for Talented and Gifted

Village Preparatory School

Greater Summit County Early Learning Center

Bella Academy of Excellence

Providence Academy for Student Success

WinWin Academy

Falcon Academy of Creative Arts

Achieve Career Preparatory Academy

North Central Academy

Horizon Science Academy Lorain

Horizon Science Academy Dayton High School

Graham Expeditionary Middle School

Springfield Acad Of Excellence

Life Skills Center-Springfield

Life Skills Center-Middletown

Miami Valley Academies

Constellation Schools: Lorain Community Elementary
Constellation Schools: Elyria Community Elementary
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Participating LEAs

D)@y (D))

D)@ D)@Mb) O D@ D)3
Constellation Schools: Westpark Community Elementary
Intergenerational School, The

Lighthouse Comm & Prof Dev

Constellation Schools: Parma Community

Dohn Community

Richard Allen Preparatory

Electronic Classroom Of Tomorrow

Graham School, The

Cornerstone Academy Community

Dayton Leadership Academies-Dayton View Campus
Life Skills Of Trumbull County

Phoenix Community Learning Ctr

Citizens Academy

Horizon Science Acad Cleveland

Horizon Science Academy Columbus

Riverside Academy

Richard Allen Academy

The ISUS Institute of Construction Technology

New Choices Community School

Life Skills Ctr Of Cincinnati

Life Skills Ctr Of Youngstown

Hope Academy Lincoln Park

Life Skills Ctr Of Cleveland

Hope Academy Canton Campus

Life Skills Center Of Akron

Dayton Leadership Academies-Dayton Liberty Campus
Youngstown Community School

Constellation Schools: Old Brooklyn Community Elementary
Autism Model School

Hope Academy Broadway Campus

Hope Academy Chapelside Campus

Hope Academy Cathedral Campus

Hope Academy University

Hope Academy Brown St Campus

City Day Community School

East End Comm Heritage School

Life Skills Center Canton

Life Skills Center of Elyria
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Participating LEAs

D)@y (D))

D)@ D)@Mb) O D@ D)3
Focus Learning Academy of Southeastern Columbus
Focus Learning Academy of Northern Columbus

Ohio Virtual Academy

Hope Academy Northcoast

Mound Street IT Careers Academy

Mound Street Military Careers Academy

Mound Street Health Careers Acadmy

Life Skills Center Of Hamilton County

International Acad Of Columbus

Legacy Acad For Leaders & Arts

The Autism Academy Of Learning

Treca Digital Academy

Hope Academy Cuyahoga Campus

The ISUS Institute of Manufacturing

The ISUS Institute of Health Care

Granville T Woods Comm Shule

Alternative Education Academy

Crittenton Community School

Marcus Garvey Academy

Constellation Schools: Puritas Community Elementary
Constellation Schools: Stockyard Community Elementary
Constellation Schools: Mansfield Community Elementary
Lake Erie Academy

North Dayton School Of Science & Discovery

Toledo Preparatory Academy

Eagle Academy

Richard Allen Academy Il

Richard Allen Academy Ill

Hamilton Cnty Math & Science

W C Cupe Community School

Sciotoville

Goal Digital Academy

Akron Digital Academy

Fairborn Digital Academy

Life Skills Center Of Toledo

Southwest Licking Digital Acad

West Central Learning Academy |l

Life Skills Ctr Of Lake Erie
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