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The Problem 

Starting in 1995, the Ohio legislature has seen fit to use public funds to pay for students to attend 

private schools. Students may now use vouchers available through four different scholarship programs 

to fund their private education. The most recent program, EdChoice Expansion, is funded directly by the 

state as a line item in the state budget. The Jon Peterson, Autism and EdChoice programs however, are 

funded by the deduction method.  

The deduction method counts voucher students as if they are enrolled in the district where they reside. 

They generate the same amount of state funding for their district of residence as do public school 

students. The cost of each voucher is transferred from that district’s state funds to the private education 

provider. In most Ohio districts, the amount of state funding per pupil is far less than the cost of a 

voucher, yet the district is obligated to use state funds generated by the students it educates to 

subsidize any unfunded voucher costs.  This creates an over-reliance on local property tax to fund 

schools.  

The deduction method depletes the funding available to public school students, and disrupts any 

equalizing effect achieved through the state formula. It is creating financial hardships for public school 

students in every district where state funding is less than the cost of a voucher.  

In FY 2019 the Cleveland Heights – University Heights (CH-UH) School District enrolled 5,111 students of 

whom 81% are considered to be economically disadvantaged. To provide these students with the quality 

of education they need and deserve, the Heights schools need every dollar of state funding for which 

they are entitled. In FY2019 alone, the district transferred 34% of its state funding to fund 1,132 

vouchers. While voucher students generated $3 million in state funding for the district, they used $7.36 

million. To cover the unfunded part of their vouchers, $4.35 million was transferred from state funding 

generated by the students who use the public schools. This created a budget shortfall that substantially 

undermined educational opportunities for public school students in this majority African American, high 

poverty district. 

In order to develop a meaningful remedy for the budget losses in CH-UH caused by the voucher funding 

method, we asked the Legislative Service Commission (LSC) to provide data on similarly situated 

districts, those that transferred at least 10% of their state funding to vouchers in FY 2019. The data they 

provided appears in Tables 1, 2a and 2b, and is the basis for the table we created to demonstrate the 

cost of a short-term remedy labelled Table 3.  

Our analysis established that the CH-UH burden is extreme compared to other districts in Ohio, and that 

18 of the 31 districts that transferred 10% or more of their state funding had unfunded costs that 



required more than 10% or the aid generated by public school students to meet voucher costs. They all 

need relief.  

Findings 

1. It is unusual for a school district to transfer 10% or more of its state funding to fund vouchers. In 

FY2019, more than 200 districts did not have any students who used vouchers while 31 of Ohio’s 

612 districts transferred between 10% and 34.6% of their state funding to private schools with 

one outlier, Beachwood, using 66.4% of its state funding for vouchers. Any remedy should focus 

on this group of districts where the use of vouchers is costly. 

2. Districts that transfer 10% or more of their aid to vouchers are found in 10 Ohio counties, and 

15 of the districts are in Cuyahoga County.  

3. Youngstown is the only district in this group that received adequate state funding to cover the 

cost of vouchers used by residents of their school district.  

4. Funding shortfalls in 25 districts were caused by limited state funding and a small number of 

high cost Peterson and Autism vouchers. Of these districts, 18 receive less than $1,000 per pupil 

in state funding and the rest received less than $2,400 per pupil. South Euclid-Lyndhurst is the 

only high poverty district in this group.  

5. The 6 EdChoice districts are all high poverty districts and receive higher state funding than the 

other 25 districts. Average per pupil state funding ranged between $1,800 in Euclid and $3,250 

in CH-UH, and at the high end $6,699 in Jefferson Township and $9,694 in Youngstown. These 

districts all had large numbers of EdChoice vouchers. Budget shortfalls were significant in the 

four districts with less than $6,000 in per pupil funding.  

6. Ohio’s voucher funding system hit the CH-UH district the hardest of all. Unfunded voucher costs 

created a budget deficit of $4.35 million. The only district that had a larger unfunded cost is 

Cincinnati that lost $12 million. When this loss is shared across the public school students in 

these districts each CH-UH student lost $851 while each student in Cincinnati lost $351.  

Remedies 

State funding is important to school district budgets. Any reduction in state funding is painful and 

undermines the capacity of state formula funding to equalize funding burdens and ensure adequate 

resources. The deduction method of funding vouchers is causing significant harm to public school 

budgets in districts where state funding is inadequate to cover the full cost of vouchers.   

Short Term Solutions  

The following policy recommendations focus on bringing relief to the 30 school districts where 10% of 

state funding is transferred to vouchers and the local aid is inadequate to cover voucher costs. This is 

based on FY 2019 data. They are designed to share the funding burden more equitably and prevent 

public school budget shortfalls that cannot be easily solved. It would be ideal to augment state funding 

to these districts in time to be factored into next year’s budgets and prevent further cuts in programs. 

1. Make sure the funding burden for districts is shared more evenly. Allocate additional state 

funding to districts where unfunded voucher costs for FY 2019 are greater than 10% of that 

district’s state funding. School districts that spend more than 10% of their state funding on 

unfunded charter costs would receive supplementary state funds to recover any costs in excess 

of 10%. While the loss of 10% of state funding is still a substantial cost to local budgets, keeping 



the burden at 10% recognizes that the state did not plan to fully fund voucher costs and can’t 

on short notice, and gives hard hit districts some relief. It would require $4.8 million from the 

state to keep the burden level at 10% for these 31 districts.  

2. Focus extra resources on the 5 high poverty districts that use more than 10% of their state 

funding for unfunded voucher costs. High poverty districts can least afford to lose any of their 

state funding. The burden level for these districts could be set at 5%. The additional cost would 

be $3.07 million.  

Long-term Policy Recommendations 

In most Ohio districts voucher costs are a drain on public education resources. While we do not support 

the use of public funds for private or parochial education, here are policy changes that would mitigate 

the negative impact of vouchers on public education. 

1. End the deduction method for funding vouchers. This analysis demonstrates how the deduction 

method creates more inequality among districts, reduces state funding available to public school 

students, and punishes districts with concentrated poverty. Direct funding as a line item in the 

state budget would make the system fair and make the actual cost visible and understood.  

2. Authorize a full analysis of the impact of vouchers on school districts in Ohio. The public and 

lawmakers need to know who is using vouchers, if they are creating choice or funding a choice 

that is not related to the quality of education in their district, what the financial impact is on all 

districts, and other ways in which vouchers are affecting communities and their public schools.  

Our system of public education is a strength of our democracy and the primary source of education for 

the children of Ohio. The interests of public school children cannot be sacrificed in order to offer families 

financial assistance for other options. A balance is needed. In too many Ohio districts that balance is 

gone. It is important to take action now to reclaim some semblance of fairness even if it does not 

resolve the bigger issue, the role, if any, of vouchers in our public system.  
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