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Ohio’s Image 



Another Side of the Story 

•  1st	  in	  Foreclosures	  
•  Jobs	  Lost	  
•  State	  budget	  cuts	  
•  Urban	  &	  Rural	  Poverty	  



Urban Poverty 



SuccessTech Academy students return to class 
Posted by Joseph L. Wagner October 16, 2007 10:31AM 

 
 

A	  student	  returning	  to	  SuccessTech	  Academy	  goes	  through	  a	  metal	  
detector	  while	  her	  bag	  is	  searched	  this	  morning	  in	  downtown	  
Cleveland.	  The	  students	  were	  clapped	  into	  the	  school	  by	  well-‐wishers	  
including	  Cleveland	  Schools	  CEO	  Eugene	  Sanders,	  Cleveland	  Mayor	  
Frank	  Jackson,	  many	  City	  Year	  volunteers	  and	  local	  clergymen.	  	  



Ohio’s Juvenile Corrections Structure 

•  88	  County	  Courts,	  Blended	  Sentencing	  OpNon	  
•  49,000	  court	  involved	  youth	  annually	  
•  DetenNon	  Centers	  
•  ResidenNal	  Treatment	  Centers	  
•  8	  Juvenile	  CorrecNonal	  FaciliNes	  (ODYS)	  
•  16	  Community	  CorrecNonal	  FaciliNes	  (ReclaimOhio)	  



Buckeye United School District 
at the Ohio Department of Youth Services 

•  Charter	  through	  Ohio	  Department	  of	  EducaNon	  
•  All	  applicable	  standards	  5-‐12	  EducaNon	  
•  8	  high	  schools	  inside	  Juvenile	  CorrecNonal	  FaciliNes	  
•  200	  CerNficated	  staff,	  including	  Central	  Office	  
Administrators,	  Principals,	  Teachers,	  Guidance	  

•  Career	  Tech,	  Special	  Ed,	  Title	  1,	  Literacy	  Programs,	  
high	  school	  diplomas	  &	  GED	  	  



Student Profile 

•  1,700	  students	  daily	  populaNon,	  3,200	  yearly	  
•  95%	  male,	  64%	  between	  16-‐18,	  30%	  19-‐20	  	  
•  62%	  African	  American	  
•  56%	  Special	  Ed	  
•  Average	  stay	  is	  11	  months	  
•  33%	  Mental	  Health,	  80%	  substance	  abuse	  issues	  
•  Gang	  Affiliated	  
•  58%	  family	  history	  of	  criminal	  behavior	  



Report	  blasts	  state's	  juvenile-‐deten4on	  system	  
Fact-‐finder	  cites	  excessive	  use	  of	  force,	  'prolonged'	  isolaNon	  	  

Monday,	  	  December	  31,	  2007	  1:02	  PM	  	  
BY	  ALAN	  JOHNSON	  

THE	  COLUMBUS	  DISPATCH	  	  
To	  see	  the	  full	  report	  (a	  PDF	  file),	  click	  here.	  

	  
A	  scathing	  report	  on	  Ohio’s	  juvenile	  detenNon	  system	  has	  concluded	  it	  is	  “	  overcrowded,	  

understaffed	  and	  underserved”	  in	  safety,	  educaNon	  and	  mental-‐health	  treatment.	  
The	  report	  by	  independent	  fact-‐finder	  Fred	  Cohen	  also	  found	  that	  “excessive	  force	  and	  the	  

excessive	  use	  of	  isolaNon,	  some	  of	  it	  extraordinarily	  prolonged,	  is	  endemic	  to	  the	  ODYS	  
system."	  

The	  report	  is	  a	  result	  of	  an	  agreement	  between	  the	  Ohio	  Department	  of	  Youth	  Services	  and	  
parNes	  to	  a	  class-‐acNon	  lawsuit	  filed	  against	  the	  state	  in	  late	  2004.	  

Cohen’s	  report,	  released	  today,	  said	  that	  the	  pracNce	  of	  isolaNng	  juveniles	  as	  a	  disciplinary	  
measure	  is	  used	  “too	  ofen,	  for	  too	  long”	  and	  should	  be	  reduced	  or	  eliminated.	  

The	  report	  also	  found	  that	  on	  most	  days,	  youths	  at	  DYS	  
received	  less	  than	  the	  legally	  required	  school	  day.	  

“In	  sum,	  the	  human	  and	  physical	  resources	  devoted	  to	  educaNng	  ODYS	  youth	  along	  with	  the	  
physical	  plant	  are	  uherly	  deficient	  and	  require	  basic	  overhauling,”	  Cohen	  reported.	  

In	  response,	  DYS	  Director	  Tom	  SNckrath	  acknowledged	  the	  problems	  in	  the	  report,	  but	  said	  it	  will	  
help	  the	  agency	  “turn	  a	  new	  corner	  in	  DYS	  history.	  

“Mr.	  Cohen's	  report	  is	  a	  catalyst	  for	  change,	  and	  we	  will	  work	  closely	  with	  plainNff's	  counsel	  to	  
move	  DYS	  forward	  in	  a	  meaningful	  way,”	  SNckrath	  said.	  

ajohnson@dispatch.com	  	  



How Data is Collected & Reported 

•  Student	  InformaNon	  System	  (ChancerySMS)	  web-‐based	  
–  Period	  by	  Period	  ahendance,	  scheduling,	  grades,	  discipline,	  test	  

scores,	  SSID,	  District	  of	  Residence,	  Special	  Ed,	  courses	  	  
–  High	  degree	  of	  customizaNon	  	  

•  Custody	  database	  (demographics,	  length	  of	  stay,	  offense)	  	  	  
•  IEP	  Anywhere	  Sofware	  
•  MS	  ReporNng	  Services	  
•  OPTIX	  Document	  Management	  
•  State	  EducaNonal	  Management	  InformaNon	  System	  reporNng	  

(EMIS)	  via	  FTP	  to	  Dept	  of	  Ed	  
•  Time	  periods:	  Oct,	  Dec,	  Feb,	  &	  June	  (comprehensive	  end-‐of-‐

year)	  



Education Outcomes Collected 

•  Results	  from	  State	  Assessments	  (5-‐8	  
Achievement	  &	  Ohio	  GraduaNon	  Test)	  

•  Academic	  gains,	  as	  measured	  by	  California	  
Achievement	  &	  SRI	  (Lexile)	  tests	  

•  #	  of	  graduates,	  GED	  completers	  
•  Credits	  earned	  (credits	  =	  competency)	  
•  Ahendance,	  Discipline,	  Grades	  
•  We	  do	  NOT	  collect	  post-‐release	  outcomes	  



IT SOLUTIONS 



What is the Data used for? 

•  Funding	  (anything	  Ned	  to	  ADM)	  
–  Special	  Ed,	  Title	  1,	  TuiNon	  Reimbursement	  
–  Library	  AllocaNons	  &	  other	  grants	  

•  Title	  1	  Accountability	  
•  Special	  EducaNon	  Focused	  Monitoring	  
•  Grant	  wriNng	  &	  evaluaNon	  (StARR	  Literacy	  Grant)	  	  
•  Reports	  to	  Director	  &	  Governor	  &	  Media	  &	  lawsuits	  
•  Program	  Planning	  (e.g.	  Revocators)	  
•  Case	  CommunicaNons,	  Report	  Cards,	  Ahendance	  
Reports	  



NCLB Reporting 

2004-‐2005	  
	  3248	  reported,	  no	  race	  breakdown,	  	  
	  no	  Academic	  or	  VocaNonal	  outcomes	  or	  
performance	  reported	  

2005-‐2006	  
	  1038	  reported	  
	  181	  reading,	  91	  math	  had	  long-‐term	  
performance	  outcomes	  showing	  87%	  &	  77%	  
improvement	  



What happened? 

•  Different	  InterpretaNons	  of	  Data	  Requirements	  
•  Data	  Integrity	  
•  Staff	  turn-‐over	  
•  Staff	  vacancies	  
•  Student	  mobility	  
•  Schoolwide	  vs.	  targeted	  
•  No	  systemaNc,	  agreed	  upon	  method	  of	  data	  
collecNon	  



Data Collection Challenges 

•  OrganizaNonal	  Structure	  limits	  ability	  for	  good	  
data	  collecNon	  
– Within	  the	  Agency	  

•  EducaNon	  not	  posiNoned	  at	  ExecuNve	  Staff	  level	  	  
– Within	  insNtuNons	  

•  Superintendent	  of	  Schools	  did	  not	  supervise	  Principals	  
•  Principals	  are	  overwhelmed,	  safety	  is	  immediate	  concern	  	  

– Regions	  –	  no	  process	  in	  place	  to	  collect	  data	  



Data Collection Challenges 

•  Ohio	  is	  a	  “local	  control”	  state	  
•  ODE	  more	  of	  a	  service	  organizaNon	  than	  
authoritaNve	  &	  allows	  districts	  great	  flexibility	  
(waivers,	  Community	  Schools)	  

•  ODE	  has	  not	  iniNated	  a	  process	  for	  sharing	  
data	  among	  districts	  &	  longitudinal	  student	  
outcomes	  

•  Age	  of	  students	  (few	  State	  Indicators	  for	  High	  
School)	  



Data Challenges, cont. 

•  Wildly	  fluctuaNng	  assessment	  results	  
Youth:	  	  Johnny	  Jones	  
Date 	   	   	  	  	  SRI	  Score	  
09/08/2006 	   	  	  	  920	  
12/28/2006 	   	  	  	  820	  
03/14/2007 	   	  	  	  560	  
06/16/2007 	   	  	  	  	  	  BR 	  	  
09/05/2007 	   	  	  	  790	  
12/21/2007 	   	  	  	  220	  
03/10/2008 	   	  	  	  690	  
*	  SRI	  Scores	  need	  to	  be	  interpreted	  based	  on	  age	  at	  test	  



An Example of Good Intentions gone bad  
in Data Reporting 

•  Agency	  Director	  sets	  goal	  of	  85%	  GED	  Pass	  Rate	  to	  the	  
Governor	  
–  Feb	  &	  March	  data	  show	  78%	  pass	  rate	  
– Most	  of	  the	  kids	  that	  didn’t	  pass,	  passed	  4/5	  tests	  and	  can	  
retest	  

–  Are	  we	  doing	  bad?	  
•  Started	  without	  agreement	  on	  an	  evaluaNve	  measure	  or	  benchmark	  
•  Did	  the	  test	  get	  harder?	  
•  NaNonal	  Test	  Average	  –	  80%	  purposely	  to	  be	  norm	  referenced	  
•  Trying	  to	  look	  at	  reasons	  –	  accommodaNons,	  ahendance	  



Ohio’s Accountability System 

•  State	  Indicators	  (32)	  
–  75%	  Proficient	  on	  3-‐8	  Tests,	  OGT	  Assessments	  
–  93%	  Ahendance	  &	  90%	  GraduaNon	  Rate	  

•  Performance	  Index	  Score	  
–  weighted	  for	  Advanced,	  Proficient,	  Basic	  &	  Limited,	  100%	  

•  Value	  Added	  Growth	  (3-‐8)	  
–  Grade/Subject	  Mean	  Gains	  (Yellow,	  Red,	  Green)	  

•  AYP	  Goals	  
•  HQT	  &	  Teacher	  level	  of	  EducaNon	  
•  “Full	  Academic	  Year”	  –	  conNnually	  enrolled	  Oct-‐March	  
•  “Projected”	  achievement	  



What is Ohio’s Data Collection System Missing? 

•  Sustained	  Leadership	  
•  TransiNon	  Planning	  	  
•  Post-‐release	  outcomes	  tracked	  
•  Pre-‐release	  tesNng,	  with	  validity	  
•  No	  consequences	  for	  non-‐performance	  -‐	  ODE	  
“Report	  Card”	  &	  NCLB	  (no	  choice	  opNon)	  

•  District	  data	  sharing	  is	  anNquated	  
•  Teachers	  &	  Administrators	  not	  using	  data	  
•  Most	  program	  data	  is	  descripNve	  not	  performance	  
•  AhenNon/Audits	  from	  ODE	  (currently	  in	  flux)	  
•  In	  house	  Research	  Department	  	  



Working toward Accountability 

•  Student	  InformaNon	  System	  (Chancery)	  –	  
1999+,	  includes	  MS	  ReporNng	  Services	  

•  Technology	  Plan	  –	  2000+	  
•  eRate	  discounts	  –	  2004+	  (built	  infrastructure)	  
– $300,000	  annually,	  $2	  million+	  equip	  

•  Pushed	  inclusion	  in	  EMIS	  ReporNng	  (Ohio’s	  
EducaNon	  Management	  InformaNon	  System)	  
–	  2004+	  

•  District	  Report	  Card	  –	  2005-‐2006+	  



Attendance: 
How can students in a prison NOT go to school? 

•  Teacher	  Vacancies	  
•  Mental	  Health	  Concerns	  (DYS	  is	  the	  default	  
MH	  system	  for	  youth	  in	  Ohio)	  

•  Violence	  
•  InsNtuNon	  vs.	  EducaNon	  (compeNNve	  views)	  
•  Age	  &	  moNvaNon	  of	  youth	  (relevancy)	  
•  Enrolled	  vs.	  Ahending	  &	  Funding	  



Proposed Solutions 

•  More	  staff	  –	  security,	  teachers,	  Guidance	  
•  Smaller,	  CogniNve	  Behavior	  Centers	  
•  Customized	  Student	  Learning	  Network	  (A+)	  
–  Prescribe	  Lesson	  Plans,	  Tests,	  End	  of	  Course	  Exams	  
–  Ongoing	  assessments	  
–  Greater	  feedback	  to	  students	  
–  Required	  tracking	  &	  intervenNons	  
– Measuring	  growth	  (Terra	  Nova,	  MAP,	  others	  considered)	  
–  Using	  data	  daily,	  weekly,	  yearly	  



Proposed Solutions, cont. 

•  More	  ahenNon	  to	  Accountability/	  Management	  by	  
Measurement	  
–  Data	  Warehouse	  &	  AnalyNc	  Tool	  

•  Data	  rich	  but	  InformaNon	  Poor	  -‐>	  data	  to	  desktop	  
•  RFI	  to	  select	  product	  (Pearson,	  TetraData,	  Pinnacle	  AnalyNcs)	  

–  Tying	  EducaNonal	  Progress	  to	  Release	  Decisions	  (Good	  Time)	  
•  More	  administraNve	  &	  data	  coordinaNon	  with	  other	  

CorrecNonal	  EnNNes	  
•  More	  data	  coordinaNon	  with	  ODE	  (SSID),	  SIF	  Project	  
•  More	  data	  coordinaNon	  with	  other	  districts	  (SSID	  &	  using	  

exisNng	  Community	  Schools	  tool	  to	  inform	  public	  districts	  of	  
students	  entering	  and	  exiNng)	  



Getting Youth to buy in 

“EducaNon	  is	  not	  the	  filling	  of	  the	  pail,	  it	  is	  the	  
lighNng	  of	  the	  fire.”	  



Balancing Corrections & Treatment 


