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The State Board of Education
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

HB 3660 (2010) directed the State Board of Education to develop a proposed governance model for virtual public schools and virtual public charter schools; to review appropriate levels and methods of funding for such schools; to identify which virtual public schools and virtual public charter schools enrolled students with disabilities; and to review participation rates of students with disabilities. The board was directed to complete these tasks and report to an interim legislative committee no later than September 1, 2010. 

Recommendations:
· Separate virtual school law from charter school law by removing provisions of law pertaining to  virtual charter schools from the charter school chapter and creating a new section of law. Virtual charter schools must follow the laws for virtual schools, where the laws of charter schools and virtual schools conflict. 
· Encourage online schools that wish to draw students from many districts  to obtain state approval.

· Entities eligible to apply to the state for approval are school districts and education service districts. Charter schools and nonprofit boards will apply  through a school district or education service district.

· Encourage school districts to make comprehensive online options available to their students, preferably from a state-approved pool, and work toward the ultimate goal of any district student having access to a full-time virtual school.
· School districts and education service districts will negotiate prices with approved providers. This  may be done through a consortia or other group process. While there may be benefits in the state setting a default price as well, the board required more time and additional information prior to making a firm recommendation. The board expects price to be based fully or in part on student funding per Average Daily Membership, weighted.
· Online programs that are strictly for a district’s or educational service district’s own students or contracts between districts do not have to go through the approval process.
· Encourage online schools to offer individual courses. 
· Require online schools to have non-profit status and an oversight board with a majority of its board independent from the provider. 
· District release of students to non-district online schools: The board recommends that a district be required to release no more than 3-5 percent of its students. Districts could release more students if they choose to do so. 
· Existing virtual charter schools that fall under the definition of virtual school will have  two years or until their current charter expires before they must transition to the new governance model. 
· Report student performance by online school with online school report cards, rather than folding student district scores into an overall district score.  

· Fund online students on the same basis as brick-and-mortar students; allow resident district to keep any difference between the per-student funding amount and online school price.
· Fund the state’s responsibilities from three sources: a legislatively-appropriated sum; a fee on applicants; and a small percentage of ADMw of students enrolled in a virtual school.
· Monitor participation rates of special student populations in online education and develop policies to enhance access to such programs by all groups.
· Continue to research and analyze the cost of providing education online as the state acquires more experience with these schools.
INTRODUCTION

HB 3660

On March 18, 2010, Governor Kulongoski signed into law HB 3660. This measure imposed a number of requirements on virtual public charter schools related to budget and accounting systems; tracking of student progress; administrator and teacher qualifications; notification of student enrollment and withdrawal; and advertising. 

HB 3660 also directed the State Board of Education to develop a proposed governance model for virtual public schools and virtual public charter schools; to review appropriate levels and methods of funding for such schools; to identify which virtual public schools and virtual public charter schools enrolled students with disabilities; and to review participation rates of students with disabilities. The legislation directed the board to complete these tasks and report to an interim legislative committee no later than September 1, 2010. 

State Board of Education Involvement

The State Board of Education has been involved in the topic of online charter schools since August 2007, when a charter school notified the board it planned to ask the board to waive the law
 that required that at least 50 percent of a charter school’s enrollment be students from the sponsoring district. 

By mid-2009, six schools had requested the board waive the law: West Lane Technology Charter School
 (approved with limits); Oregon Virtual Academy (approved with limits); Insight School of Oregon (withdrawn); Sisters Web Academy (withdrawn); Marcola Web Academy (withdrawn); and Oregon Connections Academy (board’s ability to waive the law frozen by provisions of SB 767-2009). 

Since passage of HB 3660 in March 2010, the board has discussed the topic at every board meeting and formed a work group. The work group met twice to identify issues and work toward resolving the issues. The board also held a public hearing on the topic. 
The board thanks those who participated in the hearings and work groups since 2007, including prior board members and advisors, all of whom brought their perspectives and constructive suggestions to the discussion
The board envisions a future where students can make up high school credit easily using online tools; where rural students will be no more disadvantaged in their access to courses than students in the largest urban districts; where students can learn at their own pace; and students can access college courses for college credit as needed and desired.

Given the rapid pace of innovation using online platforms and the current push for national standards, the board expects this area to change in the coming decade. This area of education delivery will continue to challenge our current education framework, including how we structure schools, how we fund education, our teacher qualifications—to name just a few. 

The following recommendations will be among the first steps we take to ensure all students receive a quality education and are prepared for college, career, and citizenship.

.

	GOVERNANCE 
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The State Board of Education shall:


(a) Develop a proposed governance model for virtual public schools, including virtual public charter schools.

HB 3660 (9)(2)(a)


Governance of online learning includes what entity may approve an online school, who may operate an online school, and who may attend an online school. Governance potentially touches on all online learning issues, including funding but funding is handled in depth in a separate section of the report.

In Oregon, several governance models have been used for online learning. School districts and education service districts have offered individual courses or used alternative education options. The Oregon Virtual School District (OVSD) uses a state-governance model. In 2005, another governance model—charter schools—was used by Oregon Connections Academy and was soon used by other comprehensive online schools.

Because the Legislature’s request of the board to develop a governance model was in response, in part, to concerns raised by virtual charter schools,
 it is helpful to briefly review those concerns in order to evaluate how well the proposed governance structure addresses them. This information may also be useful when the appropriate legislative committees of the Seventy-sixth Legislative Assembly evaluates whether provisions of the charter school law should apply to virtual public schools (HB 3660). 

Background: Charter School Law Governance & Online Learning

When the charter school law was first enacted in 1999, there were no provisions relating to education delivery via distance learning methods. The issue of virtual charter schools first came to the forefront in Oregon when Oregon Connections Academy prepared to opened its “doors” in 2005 as a charter school, sponsored by the Scio School District. 

Most of the attention ORCA received revolved around the open enrollment provision of the charter school law. Students from other districts did not need to secure an inter-district transfer that required both the sending and receiving district to approve the move. When charter schools are brick-and-mortar schools, out-of-district student enrollment is limited both by the size of the school building and the geographic distance in transporting the student. When the education is delivered electronically, both those impediments are eliminated. Funding levels and state policies that permit students to enroll freely reportedly are the primary predictors of a state’s online education options and growth.
 After five years of open enrollment, ORCA has approximately 2450 students, making it the fourth largest school in Oregon.
 

Charter School Issues Raised

Governance

· Individual schools and locally-elected school boards are essentially operating and overseeing a statewide school.

· Resident school districts responsible for educating students within their boundaries “lost” many more students to virtual charter schools than they experienced with brick-and-mortar charter schools. 
· If the child returns to the district school—and many do—the district will be again responsible, yet they have no control over the intervening education.
· Charter school law was written with brick-and-mortar schools in mind. Such schools are limited in size—online schools are not. Given that the charter school law had not anticipated virtual schools, did policies developed to govern brick-and-mortar charter schools apply equally well to online schools? 

· Some Oregon online schools had governing boards that were essentially created by the vendor/CEO of the program and were not independent. This eliminates an important check and balance.

· In the case of the web academies, some school districts were unprepared for the degree of oversight necessary to keep their online schools lawful. Similarly, the Oregon Department of Education is understaffed for the level of review and guidance the web academies required. 
· Rapid creation and growth of schools led to alleged illegal short cuts and unsustainable schools.
Funding

· Online schools may cost less than brick-and-mortar schools and may be overfunded using existing formulas. 

· The sponsoring school district may unreasonably profit from its online school, a profit that looks particularly unbalanced when the school district is small and the online school (drawing students from other districts) is large.

· State dollars are being spent on out-of-state commercial vendors, rather than keeping dollars in state.

· Some question whether virtual schools draw a disproportionate number of students that are less expensive to educate: white, nondisabled, English-speaking, non-impoverished students and thus, are over-funded. 

· Virtual school budgets are not itemized in the same detailed manner of other schools making it difficult to compare and evaluate budgets (addressed in HB 3660-2010).

· Virtual schools may not have sound financial management systems in place (addressed in SB 767-2009).

Quality

· Is the curriculum engaging, aligned to state standards, and high quality?

· Is there regular contact between teacher and student? Among students?

· Is attendance monitored in a reliable way?

· Are assessments taken in a secure environment?

· Are teachers and administrators qualified? 

· Are student records secure, maintained, and available?

· Are students equitably enrolled? 
· Are students without the means to have a computer, printer, and internet connection able to enroll?

Quality schools are a paramount concern. Because quality issues were largely addressed in SB 767 (2009) and quality was not included within the scope of HB 3660, it is not addressed in this report. The board assumes previously adopted quality standards will apply to virtual schools.
BOARD GOVERNANCE PROPOSAL

Policy Goals & Principles

By virtue of its limited funding, public education must balance competing values and demands of individual students and parents; the needs of schools and universities; the needs of employers; policies set by federal, state, and local boards; and the values and demands of citizens and taxpayers. While we are not yet at a place where all concerned are satisfied, the board believes that the focus must remain on the needs of the student.

With this in mind, the board’s proposal is guided by the following principles:

Quality: The board wants the state to provide the best education possible for each student, within the limits of the state budget. For some students that will be full-time virtual learning and so this should be an option available in Oregon for those students who can benefit from it.

Sending District Accountability: It is the responsibility of the school district to provide a public education for students who live in their district. The school district should have a role in helping the students and parents choose what virtual program, if any, to attend. Many students will be returning to traditional public education at some point. A good relationship between a student’s district and the virtual school provider is desirable; doubly so when the student is a special education student and the districts and school must work together to educate that child. 

Online Provider Choice: Virtual schools are not all alike and Oregon would benefit from having a variety of providers offering services. 

Accountability: Given the expenditure of state dollars, virtual schools should be accountable financially and legally. Budgets and school performance should be transparent to the public and the state should have the ability to decertify programs that aren’t performing to standards.

Oversight: While some students can benefit from virtual programs, this field is in its infancy and we need to monitor carefully student experiences and guide public dollars to those programs that work for those students who will benefit from the program. 

Increased Efficiency through Reduced Costs: While it is debatable whether online schools cost less than brick-and-mortar schools, most believe that some savings can be realized. Also, if the state’s residents wish to see student learning increase despite static or diminished school funding, different approaches—including expanding online learning—may benefit districts and students. 

Individualized Learning: Most educators agree that teaching to meet an individual student’s needs and interests is ideal. Online learning may offer students the opportunity to work at their own pace, in ways that suit their own learning style, and perhaps offer greater freedom to explore their own interests. 

Increased Equitable Access to Underserved Student Populations: The achievement gap among different student populations continues in most Oregon schools. With adequate controls and oversight, online learning can be another tool to better meet the needs of some students. 

State Approval/Sponsor Operated

In February 2009, the State Board of Education recommended that online schools that have a statewide presence have more state involvement, and specifically, that a state entity approve such schools. After hearing from stakeholders and further discussion, the board maintains this position. Similar to how the state approves text books, districts could choose one or more from the approved list of providers and be assured of a level of school quality. District programs for district students (or intergovernmental agreements among districts) do not have to go through the approval process.

Charter Schools

The board recommends that virtual schools have their own statutory framework, separate from that of charter schools. Charter schools could still offer online learning, but once they began offering a majority of their courses to a majority of students and thus, qualify as a virtual provider,
 these charter schools would have to follow the laws laid out for virtual schools where the charter school laws and virtual school laws conflict. 

Scope: Comprehensive Schools

HB 3660 directed the board to propose a governance model for “virtual public schools, including virtual public charter schools.”
 The board did not broaden its scope to include courses. 

However, the board recognizes that online learning options could be a valuable tool to share successful teachers; teach courses that draw too few students to a single school’s class; help students recover high school credit to graduate; and offer more college-level courses to high school students. This is the area of highest need. Blended learning—where students in brick-and-mortar schools take some online classes—is likely to better meet the needs of more students than a complete online education.

The Oregon School Boards Association and the Confederation of Oregon School Administrators recommend that comprehensive school providers be required to also offer individual courses. Some providers do offer individual courses in other states.
 The board recommends that providers work to increase the number of individual courses offered so that eventually students across the state will have access to high quality courses regardless of where they live. To encourage this growth, for example, one option might be for the Department of Education to award points to those applicants who offer both individual courses and comprehensive schools when reviewing proposals or renewal requests. 

The board is pleased that a collaboration of public education agencies is planning to offer online courses (Oregon Virtual Education Center; orved.org). Under ORVED, any Oregon student may take a course, subject to approval and placement by his/her local school;  school guidance counselors or principals will enroll the student. ORVED plans to start in fall 2010 with credit recovery courses in Algebra I, English I, English II, Biology, Life Management Skills (health), and Fitness Lifestyle Design. In following years, ORVED plans to offer Advanced Placement courses, dual credit courses, and courses that conflict with a student’s schedule or lack a sufficient number students without outreach. 
 

Nothing in the board’s proposal should hinder the development of this option.

Application Process

Under the board’s proposal, the board would adopt administrative rules to clarify enacted legislation on the subject, using existing rule processes and engaging a work group of stakeholders to assist it. Once the rules are in place, eligible entities would submit proposals that would include a description of the education program. The proposals would be reviewed—either by ODE staff, an ongoing advisory panel that included district staff, a temporary review team hired to do so, or some combination of these groups—and recommend schools to the Superintendent of Public Instruction for approval. Ideally, the superintendent would approve a pool of applicants. 

The department would request, review, and recommend school proposals once a year. The term of the initial approval would be for three years, and five years thereafter. Approvals could be suspended or terminated, depending on criteria adopted by administrative rule. Renewals would likely be based on program quality, price, and past performance. 
In Washington, when districts wish to operate a school that operates statewide, the state must approve both the district and vendor. Oregon may wish to consider the capacity of a district when approving a program.
Provider Eligibility
Eligible entities that may submit applications are school districts and education service districts. Charter schools,  and nonprofit boards will apply  through their districts or education service districts. Commercial providers such as K12, Inc., Connections Academy, and Insight School of Oregon must have a nonprofit board in place and be working with a district or ESD to apply. 

The school governing board should be independent of school principals and commercial vendors. In some of the problematic web academies, board members were recruited by the president of the contracted education provider, and did not provide the kind of independent oversight expected of such boards. 

Because of the interest in expanding access to individual courses, the board recommends that any legislation enacted not hinder colleges and universities  in offering online courses to middle and high school students. 
Price 
The state seeks the highest quality education at the best price; competitive bidding is a common strategy. Providers fear that a traditional competitive bidding process will result in cheaper, lower quality schools being selected. 
In Washington, districts may only claim funding for schools that have been state approved and districts negotiate the school price.
There are three primary options:
1. State sets price 

2. District negotiates price

3. State sets price for specific package; district may negotiate different packages
Discussions to date have been based on setting the price of a comprehensive school on some percentage of the state’s calculated per student funding amount—ideally less than 100 percent, leaving the state and districts funds for adequate administration, monitoring, and evaluation. 

Most board members did not feel strongly on whether the state set a price or districts negotiated a price; there were advantages with both approaches. However, a majority of the board recommends that each district individually negotiate a price with approved providers. The Confederation of Oregon School Administrators—on whose administrators the burden of such negotiation would fall—supports this approach. While there may be advantages in the state setting a price or a default price the board lacked the time to consider how such a state price would affect local district negotiations. 
Locally negotiated prices  grant districts the greatest flexibility and control. Districts may decide to negotiate using consortia to reduce the number of contracts, to the benefit of both districts and providers. Existing law allows public entities to have the same price negotiated by other public entities—this provision will also likely reduce the burden of individual negotiation on parties.
	ONLINE LEARNING PRICING OPTIONS

	OPTIONS
	POSSIBLE BENEFITS 
	POSSIBLE DRAWBACKS

	1
	State sets price
	· Saves districts time/resources

· Saves providers time/resources

· Perceived as fair if all districts pay the same price
	· May not arrive at lowest possible price

· Infringes on local control
· Requires ODE staff resources

	2
	District negotiates price
	· Grants greatest flexibility to districts
· May drive price down
	· Possible disparate prices paid around state for same package

· Requires more time and resources from both districts & providers

	3
	State sets price for specific package; district may negotiate different package
	· Saves districts time/resources

· Saves providers time/resources

· Perceived as fair if all districts pay the same price
· Grants greatest flexibility to districts
	· May not arrive at lowest possible price

· Infringes on local control
· Requires ODE staff expertise


District Responsibility
School districts are encouraged to offer a comprehensive online school to their students and work toward an ultimate goal of any district student having access to a full-time virtual school. The rapid enrollment in the web academies and other virtual schools indicate that there is a demand for this option. Due to the poor economy and reduced resources, the board hesitated to make this a requirement of districts at this time and did not do so. 

With state approval of comprehensive online schools, districts that choose one or more online providers from those in the pool would save time and money by avoiding doing their own analysis and still be assured of a certain level of quality. Districts would not be required to choose from the pool if they preferred to use their own procurement process as long as the provider met state standards. In either case, districts (or a consortium of districts) would need to negotiate their own contracts with providers. 
COMPREHENSIVE ONLINE SCHOOL APPROVAL PROCESS






District negotiation with providers as to education program and price will enable districts to customize a program to fit its students’ needs and pressure prices downward. When a district has its own comprehensive online school provider, they will likely lose fewer students to another district’s virtual school. Districts would receive their State School Fund dollars based on student enrollment and students taking all or some of their courses online would receive the same weighting. The district would keep any per-student dollars not forwarded to the virtual school. 
Nothing in the board’s proposal of state approved providers should be seen as compromising a school district’s or education service district’s authority to offer online courses or comprehensive online schools for students within its own districts. 

Student Enrollment: Open v. Sending District Permission
Open enrollment—meaning that students can attend a school without first securing the resident district’s permission—is one of the more controversial elements of charter school law. For virtual charter schools—where there is no natural size restriction on the school—it is even more so. 
The State Board of Education heard from those on both sides of the issue. Arguments that favor maintaining district control of student placement include determining what is best for the student from a professional educational perspective and determining what is best for the district, school, and student body as a whole. While no one expects a mass exodus from traditional schools to online schools, losing ten or twenty students from a school can have consequences that affect the whole school. Those who argue for parental choice cite that no one knows the individual needs of students better than parents and believe that school districts’ needs should not be an issue for students who select an alternative learning environment. In addition, parents who are satisfied with public education are more likely to support it financially.
Looking at the data from the longest-operating virtual charter school may give policy makers some idea of the current demand and possible future demand. Using district data collected by Oregon Connections Academy dated June 25, 2010, ORCA has enrolled students from 153 of the 197 school districts. Most school districts lose less than two percent of their resident students. At the high end, Monument School District 8 loses 5.3 percent of its students—about 2.97
 students from a total district enrollment of 55.67. Alsea loses 3.6 percent (4.85 of 134.75 students); Sherman County loses 3.6% (9.05 of 250.05 students); Pine Eagle loses 3 percent (5 of 167.10 students). Bigger school districts lose a smaller percentage—Beaverton loses .3 percent (106.4 of 36,388.44); Portland loses .2 percent (87.76 of 43,312.76).

When considering a school district’s loss of resident students to another district’s online school, policy makers should keep in mind that not all of the students were previously enrolled in their resident school district. Looking at ORCA statistics,
 students reported that prior to enrollment in ORCA, they were educated by the following methods: 

· Charter School 3%

· Home School 22%

· Private School 6%

· Traditional Public 56%

· Virtual Public 2%

· No Prior Schooling 11%

Enrollment in online schools has not yet leveled out—we don’t know how many students would opt for this method of learning and how many students districts could ultimately lose to online schools. 

In Washington, 98 districts had more than 1 percent of their 2007–08 student population enroll in another district’s online school program in 2008–09. Of these, 26 districts had more than 2 percent, and eight districts had more than 5 percent.
 Five districts had more than 5 percent of their total student headcount enrolled in an online school program. 

Policy makers have three fundamental choices: 

1. District discretion regarding enrollment

2. Parental discretion regarding enrollment

3. Some combination or compromise of the two: 

a. Capped open enrollment: a percentage of district enrollment or student number.

b. District can deny enrollment but only for educational reasons
c. Students are free to enroll in other districts if resident district does not offer online option.

Complete District Discretion Regarding Enrollment
The benefits of district control include financial stability and more reliable budgets for the resident school district and student education needs being better met through trained educator assessment of the appropriateness of the placement. Drawbacks to this approach are the possible denials of requests due to unfamiliarity with program, increased paperwork, or funding shortfalls that limit a district’s perceived ability to release students. 
Complete Parental Discretion Regarding Enrollment

The benefits of complete open enrollment—where parents and students decide what school to attend—include possibly better meeting the needs of individual students and parental satisfaction with public education. Drawbacks include learning setbacks if program is not a good match for the student and destabilizing school district budgets and education programs.
Recommended Board Enrollment Policy
Board members—like policy makers elsewhere—recognized and acknowledged the arguments of both sides. Some board members were persuaded that district control represented the best choice. Others were more sympathetic to parental arguments. 

After carefully weighing all sides, a majority of board members supported a limited open enrollment option. Such an option allows some room to disagree with district decisions, yet limits the potential harm to a particular school district’s program. The board voted to limit the number of resident students that must be released to another district’s online school to between 3 and 5 percent. Districts could release more students if they choose to do so. While there are arguments in favor of an overall cap of the number of students that a district releases to an out-of-district comprehensive school or a different percentage for small districts than large districts, there are also arguments that such a cap or different percentage protects big districts but not small ones. The board lacked sufficient time to make a definitive recommendation on this point.
If a district chooses to offer its students its own online school, the district will likely lose fewer students to other districts; however, those students will still be missing from desks at a brick-and-mortar school so the impact on the education program will remain. Districts will be able to keep any difference in the district per-student funding and the price of the online school; these funds may mitigate the negative financial affect on the district of losing a student from its classrooms. 
Transition Plan

Existing virtual charter schools will need to transition to the new governance model if they fall within the legal definition of a virtual school and they wish to continue operating with more than 50 percent of out-of-district students. The board recommends this transition period be two years or until the end of a school’s contract.

Students, as well, may need a transition plan. If the student’s resident district is already losing more than 3-5 percent of its students to other districts’ online schools, students will need to be either dis-enrolled or grandfathered in, if the resident district does not wish to go above the cap. The board heard testimony from Oregon Virtual School families that school districts that withdrew their approval
 after students had attended one year was disruptive and disappointing. 
ORVA reported that for the 2008-09 school year, 13 districts (representing 70 student requests) denied the release; in 2009-10, 15 districts (representing 23 student requests) denied release; and as of May 1, 2010, 6 districts (representing 10 student requests) denied for the 2010-11 school year. 
The board recommends that should the enrollment policy affect current online students, online students and their siblings be allowed to continue their education online if they desire to do so. This will mitigate disruption to students, parents, providers, and districts. 

Reporting/State Report Cards/Adequate Yearly Progress

Should an online student’s academic progress be counted against the school district’s report card or the online school’s? 

Currently, when a school district contracts with an education provider—using the alternative education statutes—the student’s performance counts toward the overall district’s report; individual alternative providers do not receive a report card. Charter schools receive their own report card.
The board sees value in knowing how the online schools are performing and recommends that each approved provider be treated more like a charter school than an alternative education provider in this regard. Student performance would likely be a factor when providers seek renewal of their contract. School districts may wish to pull out their own student scores from the online schools’ report and post district online scores separately.
Online schools would report the other data the same as other schools.

	FUNDING
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The State Board of Education shall . . . :


(b) Review the appropriate levels and methods of funding for virtual public schools, including virtual charter schools. 

HB 3660 (9)(2)(b)


As directed by HB 3660, this segment of the report will review the different methods of funding online schools and the appropriate funding levels. 
In addition, the board will make recommendations regarding funding methods and levels. 
METHODS OF FUNDING K-12 VIRTUAL SCHOOLS
There are a variety of methods of education funding used in Oregon and these can be used to fund virtual education as well:

· Direct appropriation to the Dept. of Education for a state program

· Distribution of state and local  education funds to districts through the state distribution formula
· Fees

Direct Appropriation to the State

Some programs and schools receive a direct appropriation from the Legislature. Examples include the Oregon School for the Deaf, the Youth Corrections Education Program, the Juvenile Detention Education Program, and the Oregon Virtual School District, all of which are line items within the Oregon Department of Education’s agency budget.
Per-student Funding
Far more prevalent are school district education programs funded by the biennial legislative appropriation and local dollars distributed to districts by the Oregon Department of Education using a statutory funding formula based on student enrollment. The funding per “average daily membership, weighted,” takes the amount appropriated by the Legislature and local funds and divides the available funds by the number of students. The formula recognizes that some students cost more to educate than others and are “weighted,” so some students receive more weights than others. A similar calculation is made for the State School Fund distribution to education service districts. Districts and education service districts are free to contract with other education providers.
Certain funds must be spent on specific programs, but are still based on student enrollment. This is often referred to as “categorical” funding. Federal grants for impoverished students (Title 1), for Carl D. Perkins and Technical Education Act dollars, and various school nutrition programs are examples. The Legislature has also provided General Fund resources directly to the high school skill center operated by the North Clackamas School District.
The charter school formula also uses the per-student funding formula but has different requirements than that used by districts. Charter schools—including online charter schools—must receive no less than 80 percent of a school district’s General Purpose Grant per ADMw for students in kindergarten through grade 8 and 95 percent for students in grades 9-12 (ORS 338.155). The district sponsoring the charter school keeps the remaining funds for its administrative costs. If the student comes from another district, the district equally splits its 20 and 5 percent. Sponsoring districts may fund their charter schools at a higher level, leaving less funding for it and the student’s resident district, if student is from another school district. Special education students are double-weighted; both weights go to the resident district who is expected to forward the first weight to the charter school. 

	           Statutory Charter School Funding—Elementary School Example, with Nonresident Student









Fees

Some districts charge other districts a fee for their students to use its online courses. For example, Oregon Online, operated by an education service district, charges districts $265 a course. The Oregon Department of Education charges publishers a fee to review textbooks and instructional materials for inclusion on the list of approved textbooks. Students may not be charged fees to support a “regular school program” consisting of the curriculum in the full-time day sessions in the schools of the district. 
NOTE: The 2009-10 Oregon Student Accounting Manual sets forth the rules for districts claiming funding for students. It has a section describing how full-time online students may be counted: 
Full-Time Students Enrolled In Only Online Classes: Full-time students who are enrolled in school and taking online courses only are reported on an FTE basis using a standard record (ADMPrgTypCd = 01). Students may be either 1.0 FTE or 0.5 FTE. Because those students do not regularly attend classes at the district facilities, the standard procedures for recording student days present and days absent cannot be effectively applied to those students. The student must check in at least twice a week with his or her teacher on at least two separate days. If the student only checks in once during the week, the student must be counted as absent for half of the week – 2.5 days. The student must be counted as absent for the entire week – 5 days – if they do not report in at all during the week.  
APPROPRIATE LEVELS OF FUNDING

Should online schools be funded at the same level as brick-and-mortar schools? There is no conclusive answer at this time.

Those who believe that online schools should receive the same level of funding argue that methods of instruction—in this case, teaching delivered through the internet or CD—should not dictate funding. The money should follow the student. 
Proponents also point to studies that indicate that online learning costs no less than a typical brick-and-mortar school.
 The Augenblick study found that for a new state-led supplemental program, designed to serve approximately 500 students full time equivalents or provide 3,000

units of instruction in year one, it would require about $1.6 million
 to fund start up activities a year prior to instructing students, and then between $3600 and $8300 per student thereafter, depending on the program. 

Existing Virtual Charter School
 Funding

	School
	District
	District $ General Purpose Grant
	K-8 Funding
	9-12 Funding

	Baker Web Academy
	Baker
	$5958
	95% * ($5660)
	95%* ($5660)

	Clackamas Web Academy
	North Clackamas
	$5782
	87.5% ($5059)
	87.5% ($5059)

	Estacada Web Academy
	Estacada
	$5742
	87.5% ($5024)
	87.5% ($5024)

	Gresham-Barlow Web Academy
	Gresham-Barlow
	$5780
	80% ($4624)
	95%  ($5491)

	Oregon Connections Academy
	Scio
	$5600
	90% ($5040)
	95% ($5320)

	Oregon Virtual Academy
	North Bend
	$5810
	95% ($5519)
	95% ($5519)

	Sheridan AllPrep Academy
	Sheridan
	$5724
	95%* ($5437)
	95%* ($5437)

	Silvies River Web Academy
	Harney County 3
	$6355
	87.5% ($5561)
	87.5% ($5561)


*Contract specifies 95% funding with 15% of that paid back to the district for services.

Other studies conclude that teaching using distance learning methods costs less, including a University of Florida study.
 Those who argue that online schools should receive less than brick-and-mortar schools point to the reduced costs of an online learning environment: significantly reduced transportation needs; significantly reduced building support costs, no  food services; reduced curriculum development; larger class sizes; reduced number of texts; lower levels of extracurricular activities; and lower professional development costs. However, online schools do have higher technology costs. These technology costs vary depending on the education program and regulatory environment. 

The Confederation of Oregon School Administrators’ Funding Coalition found that using the QEM-model approach, the preliminary estimated cost per student attending online schools appears to be about 70 percent of the average amount Oregon school districts are currently spending on brick-and-mortar schools. However, lacking needed data, the Funding Coalition stopped short of recommending this level.
  

Not all online school offer the same services and support; costs likely vary among them. Online providers cautioned policymakers against a process that automatically selects the lowest bidder—the quality of services must be carefully evaluated.

BOARD FUNDING PROPOSAL

The board recommends that school districts continue to receive their full per-student funding for online students that reside in their district minus a small deduction for state expenses.

Online Program Funding

Individual districts would be encouraged to offer a comprehensive online program—either their own district-developed program or through a contractual relationship with an existing provider. The district would negotiate the education program that best meets the needs of its students at a price the district believes reasonable. The board proposal assumes that the district would negotiate no more than the funding received from the state, and likely less. Districts would retain the difference between the negotiated price and the funding per ADMw received from the state. The negotiated price would need to ensure a quality program, adequate funding for districts to manage the additional paperwork, and adequate funding for the state for its responsibilities. By allowing districts to retain the difference between the state appropriation and the price of the online school, the impact of losing students would be reduced. 
For students that use another district’s online provider under the open enrollment provision, the student would be claimed by the new, sponsoring district who would then forward the funds to the online provider.  


State Agency Funding

The board proposes that the state receive funding from three different sources for greater funding stability. 

First, the board recommends a flat appropriation from the Legislature. This appropriation would be used for start-up expenses of the new state approval program, the first year’s operation, and to continue purchasing online courses for, and continued operation of, the Oregon Virtual School District. 

Secondly, the board recommends a fee from providers to review their proposal. Providers stand to gain from board approval; it is not onerous to ask them to share the cost of proposal review. This will also help keep proposals at a high quality. Textbook publishers pay a fee for state review of their texts for approval.

Lastly, keeping a small percentage of the per-student funding starting the second year will enable the Oregon Department of Education to provide technical assistance, respond to complaints, monitor, and investigate concerns relating to virtual schools. The experience of the last two years—fielding calls, investigating activities, researching legal responses—has underscored the need for adequate funding. 

Given more experience with online learning, this funding formula could be fine tuned, but it is a reasonable place to start. 
The Oregon Department of Education cannot absorb the significant, new responsibilities this proposal represents without additional funding. The board lacked the time to develop recommendations as to specific fee amounts and percentages of student funding, but department staff stand ready to begin this analysis based on costs for similar programs.

	Proposed Virtual School Funding for District-Contracted Provider
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The State Board of Education shall . . . :


(c) In consultation with the State Advisory Council for Special Education and any other organizations assisting children with disabilities:


(A) Review participation rates of children with disabilities at virtual public schools, including virtual public charter schools; and


(B) Identify virtual public schools, including virtual public charter schools, in this state at which the children are enrolled.

HB 3660, section (9)(2)

Special education means specially designed instruction, at no cost to the parents, to meet the unique needs of a child with a disability and is regulated by the federal Individuals with Disabilities Education Act. 
The number of Oregon students receiving special education services has averaged 12.8% of total enrollment over the last five years.
 The State School Fund funding formula gives special education students twice the weight of a regular student, but the number of special education students funded is capped at 11 percent of district students, unless the Department of Education waives the cap. 
Number of Oregon Students with Disabilities (Ages 5-21)

	Type of Disability
	2005-06 
Number of Students
	2009-10 
Number of Students
	Percent Change

	Autism
	5087
	7327
	+44.03

	Deaf/Blindness
	14
	9
	-35.71

	Emotional Disturbance
	4690
	4698
	+0.17

	Hearing Impairment/Deaf
	831
	879
	+5.78

	Mental Retardation
	4287
	4053
	-5.46

	Other Health Impairment
	7593
	9584
	+26.22

	Orthopedic Impairment
	783
	776
	-0.89

	Specific Learning Disability
	30,070
	27,679
	-7.95

	Visual Impairment
	316
	331
	+4.75

	Speech Language Impairment
	17,571
	17,883
	+1.78

	Traumatic Brain Injury
	275
	287
	+4.36

	Total
	71,517
	73,506
	+2.78



Oregon Dept. of Education data base. 
HB 3660 directed the State Board of Education to identify the virtual public schools in which special education students are enrolled and to review enrollment rates of those students. That information is provided on the next page.
Number of Oregon Students with Disabilities Enrolled in Virtual Schools
 (Ages 5-21) 12/1/2009

	
	Autism
	Emotional Disturbance
	Hearing Impairment/ Deaf
	Mental Retardation
	Other Health Impairment
	Orthopedic Impairment
	Specific Learning Disability
	Visual Impairment
	Speech/Language Impairment
	Traumatic Brain Injury
	Total
	Enrollment 10/1/09
	% of total enroll.

	Baker Web Academy
	*
	*
	*
	*
	*
	*
	*
	*
	*
	*
	*
	268
	*

	Clackamas Web Academy
	*
	*
	*
	*
	*
	*
	12
	*
	6
	*
	24
	439
	5%

	Estacada Web Academy
	*
	*
	*
	*
	*
	*
	6
	*
	*
	*
	13
	366
	4%

	Gresham-Barlow Web Academy Public Charter School
	*
	*
	*
	*
	*
	*
	7
	*
	*
	*
	17
	89
	19%

	Marcola Web Academy
	*
	*
	*
	*
	*
	*
	*
	*
	*
	*
	7
	133
	5%

	Oregon Connections Academy
	24
	9
	*
	*
	18
	*
	39
	*
	17
	*
	114
	2457
	5%

	Oregon Virtual Academy
	6
	*
	*
	*
	*
	*
	*
	*
	*
	*
	23
	446
	5%

	Sheridan AllPrep Academy
	*
	*
	*
	*
	*
	*
	*
	*
	*
	*
	6
	177
	3%

	Silvies River Web Academy
	*
	*
	*
	*
	*
	*
	*
	*
	*
	*
	*
	155
	*

	Sisters Web Academy
	*
	*
	*
	*
	*
	*
	*
	*
	*
	*
	6
	43
	14%

	TOTAL
	37
	22
	*
	*
	37
	*
	99
	*
	34
	*
	216
	4622
	5%

	State %
	10%
	6.4%
	1.2%
	5.5%
	13%
	1%
	37.6%
	.4%
	24.3%
	.4%
	
	
	

	Virtual School %
	15.4%
	9.2%
	*
	*
	15.4%
	*
	41.2%
	*
	14.2%
	*
	
	
	


*=fewer than 6 students; number repressed to protect student identity

Review
Board staff met with special education program district directors and the State Advisory Counsel on Special Education (SACSE) and reviewed special education participation rates in online schools in May 2010. Directors and SACSE members identified several issues that have arisen when students with special education needs enroll in online schools. Board staff also reached out to online schools and asked them about their experiences with special education.
Special Education participation rates were reviewed by the state board at its June 24, 2010 meeting. 

Findings: Status Revocation
Directors reported that parents who plan to enroll their students in an online school often revoke their students’ special education status, as is now allowed under federal law. 
Special education directors reported that reasons given to them included the belief that the method of online learning would meet individual student needs, making an Individualized Education Plan unnecessary and speculation that parents want this option for their child and are therefore willing to forgo special services.
Oregon Connections Academy reported that 282 students with IEPs enrolled in ORCA at some point during the 2009-10 school year and that 63 (22%) of those students lost their special education status for the following reasons:

· Parents revoked special education status: 36

· Resident district found IEP no longer needed in this setting: 18

· Evaluation no longer supports disability: 8

· Eligibility lapsed: 1

ORCA parents gave the following anecdotal reasons for revoking services:

· Family lives a long way from the school and the district will not be providing transportation; the family cannot transport.

· Parent does not like the special education teacher/staff/principal, etc.

· Parent feels the child is not “getting what he/she needs.” Parents report that, “All my child does is play games all day.”
· Parent feels they can do a better job of meeting the student’s needs at home.

· Parent disagrees with the placement.

· Child is being bullied.

· Child does not want to go to “those classes” anymore.

· Child refuses to go to the school.

· Child has anxiety issues and refuses to go to the school. 

Similarly, Don Lee, Government Affairs Director, K-12, Inc., reported that at the Oregon Virtual Academy, 56 special education students had enrolled and of the 56, 12 had refused services.
 ORVA reported that the only time parents had revoked services was when the resident district refused to grant permission for enrollment and parents revoked their child’s status to facilitate enrollment in ORVA. The child is then given a “504” plan
, the status of which does not result in additional special education funding.
Brad Linn, Clackamas Web Academy principal, stated that 60% of students enrolled in his school were previously home schooled and never referred for special education services. Anecdotal reasons given to him by parents for not seeking out special education services were as follows: physical safety concerns; emotional safety concerns; social safety concerns; belief that the district will do an inadequate job of supporting child’s needs; and belief that the home education model is already meeting the needs of the child. 

Directors report that revocation occurs most often at the high school level. Once revoked, directors report that resident districts have no way of knowing how well the student performs at their new online school, unless the student returns to their resident district. 

Other Issues: Online Schools Do Not Provide Special Education Services
Directors reported that in their experience there was some confusion as to what constituted special education services and that online schools did not provide “specially designed instruction” but rather only “accommodation” and there was some confusion as to under what circumstances the additional funding should be passed through to the online provider. 
Representatives from ORCA, ORVA, and Clackamas Web Academy stated that their online schools did not provide special education services and left that responsibility to the resident district. ORCA pointed out that while its school does not provide special education services per se, their school had a special education staff of four who assist their teachers in meeting student needs and monitoring 504 plans. ORVA reported that it had a special education coordinator to work with resident districts on behalf of their special education students.
The existing online schools are operating under charter school law. That law states that “the resident school district of the student shall be responsible for providing any required special education and related services to the student.” ORS 338.165(2)(a). However the charter school law also allows a resident school district to “contractually establish, with any public charter school in which the student is enrolled, payment for provision of special education and related services to the student.” ORS 338.165(3). 
While the resident district remains responsible for providing special education services, the resident district may contract all or part of this responsibility to the online school. The board could find no examples where this was done, however.
Findings: Problematic Communication 
Directors report that often districts do not know they have a resident special education student attending an online school until they get a bill or are notified that the IEP is expiring and a new one needs to be developed, leaving them scrambling to do so. Directors recommended that resident districts be notified immediately once a student moves to an online school. 
Online schools also report communication problems. ORCA reported that ORCA and the majority of resident districts enjoy good communication, but for districts unfamiliar with online charter schools there can be a learning curve. ORCA reported that the following issues have arisen:

· Resident districts fail to invite ORCA to IEP meetings or wait until the day before or day of the meeting to invite ORCA.

· Resident districts fail to understand that ORCA does not provide Specially Designed Instruction.

· Requests to resident district to reconvene the IEP team to discuss whether the placement is appropriate when students struggle are sometimes resisted because the placement decision has already been made.

· Resident school districts sometimes enroll the special education student in regular education courses along with their special education courses, not understanding the student cannot be enrolled in two regular education programs at the same time. 

· The resident district writes “Stand Ready”
 letters when a parent does not want to bring the child for services. Case managers and sometimes special education directors don’t realize that “Stand Ready” does not apply to students enrolled in ORCA—or any public charter school—because as long as a child with an IEP is enrolled in a public school, the district is responsible for special education services and cannot abdicate that responsibility.
 

· Resident districts do not send special education paperwork in a timely manner, resulting in accommodations not being made in a timely way.

· Resident districts fail to notify or involve ORCA when they find a student is eligible for special education status.

· Parents report to their resident district that they are homeschooling; resident district does not know to report student’s status to ORCA.

· Parents treat ORCA as a private rather than public school, affecting the student’s level of service. 
· Resident districts fail to forward the single funding weight for the student to ORCA.
Other Issues: Appropriateness of Placement
Directors pointed out that for some students an online school fails to meet student needs. Directors recommended that prior to changing a student placement to an online school that school staff meet with the parent or guardian and discuss the consequences of such a change. 
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The board was not specifically directed to comment on issues other than governance, funding, and special education, but the Legislature may wish to consider some other issues.

Equity: Access & Services
Some have charged that existing virtual charter schools’ student enrollment do not reflect a typical school district enrollment—that such schools enroll fewer special education students, fewer minority students, fewer impoverished students,
 and fewer students who do not speak English as a first language. The data supports this charge (see charts on p. 20, 26). 
English Language Learners/Minority Students Enrolled in Virtual Schools
	
	English Language Learners

	% of English Language Learners
	Minority Students

2009-10

	% % of Minority Students 
	Total Student Enrollment 

As of 10/1/09

	Baker Web Academy
	7
	2.6%
	42
	15.7%
	268

	Clackamas Web Academy
	35
	7.9%
	62
	14.1%
	439

	Estacada Web Academy
	38
	10.3%
	60
	16.4%
	366

	Gresham-Barlow Web Academy Public Charter School
	1
	1.1%
	15
	16.9%
	89

	Marcola Web Academy
	0
	0%
	17
	12.8%
	133

	Oregon Connections Academy
	18
	.73%
	375
	15.3%
	2457

	Oregon Virtual Academy
	0
	0%
	49
	11%
	446

	Sheridan AllPrep Academy
	12
	6.7%
	32
	18.1%
	177

	Silvies River Web Academy
	0
	0%
	12
	7.7%
	155

	Sisters Web Academy
	0
	0%
	1
	2.3%
	43

	ONLINE SCHOOL TOTAL
	111
	
	
	
	4622

	State % for comparison
	
	11.8%

	177,294
	31.6%
	561,698


           Oregon Dept. of Education Data is from the 2009-10 year.
There are reports that some students may not have equal access to online options—that some may be charged for their internet connection or are not provided with computers and printers. There is some question as to whether a comprehensive online school constitutes a “regular school program” as defined by ORS 339.141 and therefore districts are prohibited from charging tuition (and by inference, other expenses). SB 767 (2009) attempted to address the issues of offering computers, printers, and internet connection to students, but falls short of supplying all students with these essential tools. The board recommends that the Legislature consult with its legal staff on this point and make any needed statutory changes. 
Accountability & Oversight

Because online learning is a relatively new phenomenon, often operated by those unfamiliar with Oregon regulation, laws will likely be broken unintentionally. There needs to be adequate oversight for these entities. With that responsibility adequate funding will need to be in place.

The charter school web academies begun by EdChoices ran afoul of several laws. Sponsoring districts appeared to be unaware of some of their practices and did not oversee the schools adequately. Investigation after-the-fact is more costly and more harmful to students than ongoing technical assistance. 

Web Academies Investigation 

The Oregon Department of Education became aware of legal issues surrounding a number of online schools associated with EdChoices and the “AllPrep” charter schools in January 2010. Most of these schools had been operating for less than a year. The department, joined by the Department of Justice, instigated a months-long investigation of the schools. That investigation has yet to conclude.
Hundreds of unbudgeted staff hours from two agencies have been dedicated to this investigation. This experience—while unusual—influenced board recommendations regarding adequate funding for technical assistance and monitoring of online schools. 
More troubling than agency expense was the interruption of student’s education. In some cases, schools closed mid-year due to financial instability and required students and parents to transfer to other schools or home school. In all cases, the Oregon Department of Education put the needs of students first and worked with sponsoring districts and schools to minimize student disruption and develop plans to comply with the law. 
Investigation Allegations:
· Violation of the 50% law: There is evidence that this law was violated in a number of ways, including counting any student using the EdChoices charter school curriculum as a full-time resident student (rather than not counting the student at all or as a half-time student), enabling the school to enroll a full-time out-of-district student.

· Student transfer without permission: Many parents were unaware which web academy their child attended. EdChoices transferred students among the schools without parent knowledge or consent. Schools were treated as franchises of one school rather than separate schools.
· Financial Instability: Two schools were closed for nonpayment of rent. Ten community colleges were never paid for courses taken in amounts ranging up to $500,000 for a single college. Financial audits were late and incomplete. Federal grant funds and State School Funds from the eleven schools were co-mingled and not spent appropriately. 

· Inappropriate use of grant funds: Records on how state and federal grant funds are missing or incomplete. After reviewing the books, investigators suspect monies may have been spent inappropriately.

· Schools charge for college tuition: Unable to pay its community college bill, schools sent out letters to parents informing them that they will need to pay the bill. Oregon law does not allow K-12 schools to charge tuition.
· Student records not located in school district: Schools housed all student records in a central Clackamas location and comingled school files, including Washington state student files. Files were not available to parents.

· Unilateral modification of the charter: While charter law requires a contract between the school and the sponsoring district—with any changes agreed upon by both parties—it appears that the schools’ director would change the contract as the need arose, without notification or approval of his sponsoring district.

· School was created in district not a party to a contract: A “Whole Child” school was opened within the Portland Public Schools’ border under the Sisters or Sheridan charter board authority. None of the three districts involved were aware of the school. 
	CONCLUSION
	[image: image6.jpg]





No technological innovation in our lifetime has greater potential to transform education than high-speed internet. 
 FCC Chairman Julius Genachowski.

The last five years have shown the results of different approaches to online learning. There have been school district programs (such as Salem-Keizer Online); ESD-led programs (Southern Oregon Online; Linn-Benton Cool School); alternative education programs (Insight of Oregon); a state program (Oregon Virtual School District); an unrestricted enrollment charter school (Oregon Connections Academy);  a charter school that required the student’s resident district approval (Oregon Virtual Academy).

Different regulatory environments resulted in different outcomes. The question for Oregon is what are its education goals and what framework best accomplishes those goals?
The table below lists the governance and funding concerns raised with the existing charter school framework and whether the board proposal addresses it. 
	PERCEIVED ISSUE
	BOARD PROPOSAL SOLUTION

	Individual schools/districts are operating statewide schools
	State review and approval will inject state-level involvement. Board approval process will take into consideration the operator’s capacity to successfully oversee school.



	School districts lost more students to virtual charter school than anticipated with a brick-and-mortar school; that loss will threaten existing district programs


	· Districts that offer an online comprehensive school will lose fewer students.

· Capping the percentage of students that may leave a district will limit district loss of students.

· Districts could grow their own online classes by offering courses to those outside the district.



	Districts will lose students to schools of uncertain quality, and then will be responsible for costly remediation.
	State approval process will help ensure quality.

	School governing boards not independent
	State review process will examine independence of the school’s board.


	Districts did not exercise adequate oversight over some virtual schools to prevent widespread mismanagement (web academies)
	· Proposal calls for adequate staffing/funding for both district and state monitoring.

· Independent governing board should enhance responsible oversight of schools.



	Virtual schools receive too much funding.
	Competition among providers and district negotiation should help control price of services.


	Small school districts will be unfairly profiting from operation of virtual school.
	· Requirement that districts offer an online comprehensive school will reduce district student loss.

· State oversight will ensure adequate funding for a quality program; opportunities to overpay for district responsibilities will be reduced.



	Rapid expansion led to unsustainable, unstable schools (web academies)
	Annual state approval will ensure a thoughtful, quality, stable program with adequate planning time. (Not initially identified as an issue.)


	State dollars are going to for-profit, out-of-state vendors.


	Not addressed. 

	Virtual schools draw a disproportionate number from the white, nondisabled, English-speaking, non-poor populations, resulting in costlier-to-educate students the responsibility of brick-and-mortar schools.

	Limiting open enrollment, greater familiarity with online programs, and additional online optionsmay mitigate this effect but may not entirely eliminate it. 


Nationwide, states struggle to strike the right balance when regulating virtual learning. With a poor regulatory framework, public funds will be squandered and students will fail. With sound state policy that allows innovation, takes responsible risks, and uses proven education practices, more students will reach higher levels of learning and be better prepared for life. While imperfect, the State Board of Education proposal is a responsible start in an area that policymakers will continually assess and modify to better meet the needs of Oregon students. 
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� ORS 338.125(2)(b). The board’s waiver authority is found in ORS 338.025.


� West Lane Technology Charter School is not currently a virtual school as defined by OAR 0581-020-0337.


� “The Task Force strongly recommends that separate statutes for these different types of schools be considered to provide clarity and ensure equitable access to online learning.” Richardson, Dana, Online Learning Task Force Report, 2009, p.1


� Watson, et al. Keeping Pace with Online Learning: An Annual Review of Statewide Policy and Practice, 2009. p. 21-22.


� 2009 Oregon Dept. of Education Oct. 1 enrollment data. David Douglas High School (3193), Reynolds High School (2655), Westview High School (2522) are larger. 


� Charter schools are funded differently than district schools, in that a minimum of per student funding is statutorily required to be passed along to charter schools—80% for grades K-8 and 95% for grades 9-12. Districts may fund charter schools at higher levels. The remaining percentage is split between the sponsoring school district and sending school district.


� The definition used for virtual charter schools is the one found in OAR 581-020-0337.


� The definition used for virtual public schools throughout this report is found in OAR 581-020-0337.


� Gustke, Constance. E-Education Inc. Seeks the Mainstream. Education Week. July 14, 2010. http://www.edweek.org/ew/articles/2010/07/14/36ebiz.h29.html?tkn=TOTFwdJ0vxEzowGIEKH1c2wuhNMRF3v2EEj4&print=1


� For-profit companies that offer individual courses in at least some states include PLATO Learning, K12 Inc., Connections Academy, Kaplan Virtual Education, Apex Learning, Aventa Learning (KC Distance Learning). http://www.edweek.org/ew/articles/2010/07/14/36ebiz.h29.html?tkn=TOTFwdJ0vxEzowGIEKH1c2wuhNMRF3v2EEj4&print=1


� http://www.orved.org/node/3


� Student numbers are reported as a percentage because funding is based on student attendance; students that attend less than full-time are funded at that reduced rate. 


� Oregon Connections Academy Monthly School Report, May 31, 2010. 


� Office of the Superintendent of Public Instruction. Review of the 2008-09 Online Courses and Programs Report to the Legislature. Dec. 2009. P. 26-27. 


� One of the conditions of board approval of waiving the ORS 338.125(2)(b)—the 50 percent rule—was that resident districts approve the student enrollment in the Oregon Virtual Academy. A number of districts did not approve release or approved release one year but not a subsequent year. 


� Augenblick, Palaich & Associates. 20/20: Costs and Funding of Virtual Schools. October 2006.


� Ibid. This first year is used by the program to develop its educational program and infrastructure, and nearly 80% of start-up costs are in management and course development.


� Clackamas & Gresham-Barlow Web Academies are not currently virtual charter schools as defined by OAR 0581-020-0337.


� Figures taken from charter agreements on file; some charters are being amended to funding levels that align with state law. 


� UF researchers found a comprehensive online learning cost about $4300 a student. http://news.ufl.edu/2009/05/18/online-learning/


� Bennett, Chuck, Confederation of Oregon School Administrators. Letter to the Legislative Online Learning Task Force. Oct. 19, 2009.


� 2008-09 Statewide Annual Report, p. 76


� The definition used for “virtual schools” is the one found in OAR 581-020-0337, which reads, in part:


(A) More than 50 percent of the core courses offered by the school are offered at a physical location and are not online courses; 


(B) More than 50 percent of the total number of students attending the school are receiving instructional services at a physical location and not in an online course; and


(C) More than 50 percent of the minimum number of instructional hours required to be provided to students by the school under OAR 581-022-1620 during a school year are provided at a physical location and not through an online course.


Clackamas & Gresham-Barlow Web Academies are not currently virtual charter schools as defined by OAR 0581-020-0337.


� Oregon special education child count numbers taken Dec. 1, 2009.


� E-mail dated April 14, 2010 from Don Lee to Jan McComb.


� A “504 Plan” refers to section 504 of the federal Rehabilitation Act and Americans with Disabilities Act and is a civil rights law. It specifies that no one with a disability can be excluded from participating in federally funded programs or activities, including elementary, secondary or postsecondary schooling.  


� “Stand Ready” letters are part of districts’ Child Find obligation. In instances where a district suspects that a student has a disability but is not serving the child due to lack of parental consent or withdrawal of the student from the public education system, the annual notification of parents of such children via a “stand ready” letter would satisfy a district’s obligation to locate, evaluate, and identify all resident student with disabilities.





� The resident school district may contract with the charter school to provide services as noted earlier (ORS 338.165(3).


� Data on economically disadvantaged virtual school students is not collected in a readily available database.


� Limited English Proficient Student County by School, Spring 2010 report.


� 2009-10 Database Initiative Report. Minority Enrollment as of Oct. 1, 2009.


� 2008-09 Statewide Report Card. P. 7.
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