Dear Julia Ryder-Boukara,

We have carefully reviewed the detailed recommendations for revisions from the three reviewers, for our manuscript titled, “An analysis of high school transformation effort from an outcome perspective.” We are pleased to submit this revision to Current Issues in Education for further consideration for publication. Below, we briefly outline how we handled each concern that was mentioned in your previous action letter. 

We would like thank the reviewers for their constructive and detailed reviews. We look forward to a positive review of our resubmission.
Best Regards.
Reviewer B:
- Include your fourth objective more clearly in abstract- dropout rates.

The abstract is revised.

- Use more recent research to back and strengthen your findings- replace research from the 1980’s

We excluded all but one citation in the 1980’s, because it was a powerful quotation by Pittman & Haughwout (1987) on page 2. Now, most of the references cited are between 2000-2010.  We edited the review of literature section to strengthen the paper.
- Remove opinion statements- ‘It is predictable…’ (to who?, says who?) and ‘Interestingly…’

Those statements are revised.

- Page 3, 2nd paragraph- remove or expand on ‘grand ideas’ comment.

It is removed.

- Page 4, remove or expand ‘cost effectiveness’ comment, seems off-topic. Perhaps mention building community

It is removed.

- Why the focus on African American and Hispanic dropouts? Seems off-topic of small vs. traditional study

African American and Hispanic dropouts related statements are deleted.
- Not sure if HOW districts reach varying statistics on dropout rates. Just include the method you used.
We added explanation on p. 7.
-Data tables- explain which number is most important and telling, i.e. Standard deviation or z-score.

Text on pages 9-14 is revised to highlight the important numbers in data tables. 

- Page 15- ‘Frequencies’ are unclear/confusing

This statement is revised.

- Some grammar/spelling errors.

•       Page 6, ‘The data from the small schools were…’

•       Page 9, ‘Finally,…’

•       Page 13, ‘Interestingly, a statistically…’ and indention starting with ‘Table 7…’

•       Page 15, indention starting with ‘All three groups…’ and ‘The state dropout data are…’

•       Page 16, indention starting with ‘No increasing…’

All of the suggested grammar/spelling errors are corrected.

Reviewer C:

Point 1 is optional because it is somewhat tangential to the central purpose of the paper, however it is highly salient to the readership and is a recurrent theme in current educational thought.

1.      Specifically, on page 7 there is a bullet pointed list of characteristics. I encourage the author(s) to unpack the following criteria (underlined) with further details:

•       a standards-based curriculum is combined with new teaching methods; and

•       close working relationships between teachers and students (Ohio Education Matters, 2009).

The sub-initiatives are relevant to the audience of CIE (although somewhat tangential to the paper) and could be described, particularly what ‘new teaching methods’ are encouraged and how close working relationships are fostered by the OHSTI.

The study did not develop the criteria but used the OHSTI model design criteria. The criteria introduction (p. 7) and the criteria 4th and 5th bullet points (p. 8) are expanded.

2. Specifically, go to page 7: ‘...Small schools funded by OHSTI meet the following criteria’

Then on page 1 you define similar schools as being ‘traditional’: ‘compared to similar high schools that remained traditional school systems.’

This suggests that these criteria on page 7 do not apply to the traditional systems found in ‘similar schools’. Please explain the similarities and differences between ‘small schools’ and ‘similar schools’ more clearly and concretely by comparing the criteria on page 7 with the notion of remaining ‘traditional’ on page 1.

Small Schools and Similar schools in this paper are somewhat used as proper nouns. 

· Small schools in this paper are schools that are funded by OHSIT.

· Similar schools are operated and recognized as traditional schools.  Ohio Department of Education rated similar schools for each school in the state.  Similar schools in this paper are schools that are rated as similar schools to Small schools.

· Definitions used by OHSTI for small schools and large urban low performing high schools are added in the criteria introduction on page 7.
2.a.  Similarly, author(s) should define the main units of analysis. Specifically, what is a ‘small school’ – how is it defined?

Provide details on ‘small schools’ so we understand to what ‘high schools that remained traditional school systems’ are being compared.

Definitions used by OHSTI for small schools and large urban low performing high schools are added in the criteria introduction on page 7.
2.b. On page 7:  ‘...a model to transform large urban low performing high schools.’ Again, what is a ‘large urban low performing H.S’ as defined by the OHSTI?

Definitions used by OHSTI for small schools and large urban low performing high schools are added in the criteria introduction on page 7.
3.      Implications (page 17):  This section needs strengthening as it deals with limitations at the expense of a clear summary of the findings.

Clearly summarize what was found out about the various school characteristics, and how they differ from the claims made by KnowledgeWorks (where available).
Summarized the findings of the study and compared our findings with results included in KnowledgeWorks’ report in pages 17-19.

Reviewer D:

1/ The paper needs to clarify the research question in addition to the purpose of the study. The paper also needs to contain a section/paragraph about the significance of the study and I can explain how its findings can contribute to improvement of school practices.

The research questions are clarified on page 2.
2/ In the introduction, the paper needs to clarify if diminishing the school size is one of the core components of OHSTI.

An additional phrase is added as suggested on page 1.

3/ The paper needs to clarify terminology since it is not clear what is the comparator for the small schools’ performance and drop-out rate. It appears that the paper compares small schools and larger schools, but it contains sentences like “this test compares graduation rates between small schools and similar schools in each year” that are quite confusing.

Small schools in this paper used to be a large urban low performing schools but transferred their schools under the OHSTI criteria and funded by OHSTI/KnowledgeWorks.  Similar schools in this paper are not large schools but have similar school profile as the small schools. Similar schools remained and managed as traditional schools. In order to compare the effectiveness of small schools and similar schools, this study used 4 variables, performance index scores, graduation rates, dropout rates, and attendance rates.

4/ The last section of the paper does not seem connected to the research results and the purpose: if the purpose of the paper was to examine the effectiveness of small schools as compared to larger (traditional) schools in terms of performance and attrition, the concluding section should reflect this purpose. For instance, the last paragraph on p. 18 starts with a statement that small schools alone are not the answer to improve education that implies their effectiveness, but this effectiveness is not made evident in the paper.
We revised the Implementation section and added a summary of the findings and compared our findings with results included in KnowledgeWorks’ report in pages 17 - 19.

