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County of Santa Cruz

BOARD OF SUPERVISORS

701 OCEAN STREET, SUITE 500, SANTA CRUZ, CA 95060-4069
(831) 454-2200 FAX: (831) 454-3262 TDD: (831) 454-2123

JANET K. BEAUTZ WALTER J. SYMONS MARDI WORMHOUDT TONY CAMPOS JEFF ALMQUIST
FIRST DISTRICT SECOND DISTRICT THIRD DISTRICT FOURTH DISTRICT FIFTH DISTRICT

AGENDA: 9/12/00

August 25, 2000

BOARD OF SUPERVISORS
County of Santa Cruz
701 Ocean Street

Santa Cruz, CA 95060

RE: RESOLUTION OPPOSING THE PASSAGE OF PROPOSITION 38
Dear Members of the Board:

Attached is a letter from Benigno Delgado, Field Organizer for
Monterey and Santa Cruz Counties for the NO on Proposition 38
campaign, requesting that our Board take a position in opposition
to Proposition 38 on the November 7, 2000, statewide ballot. Ms.
Delgado's letter includes the text of the ballot measure and
arguments against key components of the measure.

While the title of Proposition 38, "School Vouchers. State-
Funded Private and Religious Education. Public School Funding.
Initiative Constitutional Amendment," sounds as if it will be of
benefit to students in public schools, I would disagree. Of
significant concern is that portion of Proposition 38 which would
allocate public funds to provide $4,000 vouchers for students
attending private and religious schools, thereby reducing the
amount of money available for local public schools. Further,
private and religious schools are not governed by Boards of
Trustees voted on by affected area residents, which clearly would
result in a significant reduction in accountability to the public
on the use of funds made available through this proposed voucher
program.

According to the estimate by the Legislative Analyst and Director
of Finance of the fiscal impact on state and local governments,
this measure would result in a major rearrangement of the state's
system of school finance, with growing annual savings in public
school expenditures and growing annual costs of a new system of
grants for children transferring to, or already attending,
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private schools. While the measure purports to result in savings
in the long run, the initial fiscal impact is anticipated to
range from annual costs of over $150 million to over $600
million. However, the measure does not provide for a funding
mechanism to offset these costs.

While Proposition 38 would provide a $4,000 voucher as "a grant
in aid to the parents for the education of their children,"
voucher schools--not parents--will decide if a child can attend
their school. While Proposition 38 does provide that a voucher
school shall not discriminate on the basis of race, ethnicity,
color or national origin, it does not provide any prohibitions
against discrimination based on gender, religion, family ability
to pay, English language proficiency, or academic or physical
ability.

I am also concerned about Section 8.7(c) which indicates that "No
regulation or ordinance may be enacted on or after the approval
by the voters of this section that affects private schools...and
that pertains to health, safety or land use and is imposed by any
county. ..except by a two-thirds vote of the governmental body
issuing or enacting the regulation or ordinance and a majority
vote of qualified electors within the affected jurisdiction." I
believe that reducing local government's ability to regulate land
use associated with private schools is not in the best interests
of the public or the health, safety and well-being of students
attending private schools.

If Proposition 38 passes, I believe that it would have a number
of negative impacts on our students and on local public schools.
Accordingly, I recommend that the Board adopt the attached
resolution opposing the passage of Proposition 38 on the November
7, 2000, ballot.

Vit (1 Jorerbsadr-

MARDI WORMHOUDT, Supervisor
Third District

MW:ted
Attachments

cc: Benigno Delgado, NO on Proposition 38 Campaign
County Counsel

2184A6
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BEFORE THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS
OF THE COUNTY OF SANTA CRUZ, STATE OF CALIFORNIA

RESOLUTION NO.

On the motion of Supervisor
duly seconded by Supervisor
the following resolution is adopted

RESOLUTION OPPOSING THE PASSAGE OF PROPOSITION 38
ON THE NOVEMBER 7, 2000, BALLOT

WHEREAS, Proposition 38, entitled "School Vouchers. State-
Funded Private and Religious Education. Public School Funding.
Initiative Constitutional Amendment," will appear on the November
7, 2000, statewide ballot; and

WHEREAS, Proposition 38 would use public funds to provide
$4,000 vouchers for students attending private and religious
schools; and

WHEREAS, Proposition 38 would allocate these $4,000 vouchers
for students already in private and religious schools, thereby
reducing the amount of money available for local public schools;
and

WHEREAS, Proposition 38 will hurt neighborhood public
schools because every student who leaves a public school for a
subsidized voucher school results in a direct loss of critical
funds for that neighborhood public school, resulting in fewer
textbooks, computers and supplies; and

WHEREAS, voucher schools will be essentially unregulated and
voucher school operators are not required to have training,
credentials or experience in educating children, and voucher
school teachers are not required to have a teaching credential or
a college degree; and

WHEREAS, while wvoucher schools will receive taxpayer money,
they are not accountable to taxpayers and are not required to
make decisions at meetings open to the public, nor are they
required to have their finances audited; and

WHEREAS, voucher schools are exempt from the state's
rigorous accountability system, and students are not required to
meet educational standards to move to the next grade or to pass
an exit exam to graduate from high school; and

WHEREAS, voucher schools--not parents--will decide if a
child can attend their schools, and Proposition 38 does not
prohibit discrimination based on gender, religion, family ability
to pay, English language proficiency, or academic or physical
ability; and
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WHEREAS, providing $4,000 vouchers for the 700,000 current
private school students will require nearly $3 billion, and
Proposition 38 provides no funding for this purpose; and

WHEREAS, Propogition 38 will require increases in county and
state bureaucracies to monitor separate voucher accounts for each
voucher school student, potentially costing millions per year in
addition to the voucher subsidies; and

WHEREAS, with no funding mechanism in place, Proposition 38
may result in higher taxes or cuts in vital services.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the Santa Cruz County
Board of Supervisors hereby opposes the passage of Proposition 38
on the November 7, 2000, California State ballot.

PASSED AND ADOPTED by the Board of Supervisors of the County
of Santa Cruz, State of California, this day of
, 2000, by the following vote:

AYES: SUPERVISORS
NOES : SUPERVISORS
ABSENT: SUPERVISORS

MARDI WORMHOUDT, Chair
Board of Supervisors

ATTEST:
Clerk of said Board

Approved as to form:

(//;;:>./A“76;70<~ ACTNG, ¢ 2R

County Counsel

DISTRIBUTION: NO on Proposition 38
County Counsel

2184A6
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August 22, 2000

To: Santa Cruz County Board of Supervisors
From: Benigno Delgado

Re: Resolution on Proposition 3 8, “School Voucher Initiative’

Honorable County Board of Supervisors of Santa Cruz County:

| am seeking an endorsement against the School Voucher Initiative, proposition 38, that
will appear in the California November ballot. The initiative, if passed, would create a
publicly funded, unregulated private school system. Please join a strong coalition of
educators, business people, laborers and city leaders to defeat proposition 38.

| have attached fact sheets, an endorsement form and a sample resolution against
proposition 38. Please contact me if you need further information or visit our web page at
www. NoOnProposition38.com. | can make myself accessible for presentations or
informal meetings. Thank you in advance for your time and effort on the issue.

-

Sincerely,
Benigno Delgado

Field Organizer, Santa Cruz and Monterey County .,
(831) 425-1131

(83 1) 425-0821 (£x)
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WHY WE MUST DEFEAT PROP 38 _
THE "DRAPER VOUCHER INITIATIVE"

Proposition 38 on the November 7 ballot
asks voters if the state should give a
$4000 “voucher” to each student who
attends a non-public school.

VOUCHERS “A big detour in the wrong direction.”

— California Governor Gray Davis

What's wrong with Prop 38?
M Abandons Neighborhood Schools

Not one penny of the billions spei't on the Draper Voucher Initiative will be used to make
our children’s schools better.

VIProvides No Accountability

Restricts state or local regulation of voucher schools, Allows fly-by-night operators to
open voucher schools and hire teachers without any teaching credentials, training or
experience educating children.

7Allows Discrimination

Voucher schools -- not parents -- decide whose children will be accepted. They will be able
to reject students based on their gender, ability to pay, or academic and physical
abilities.

[ZVOTE NO ON PROP 38... another

expensive experiment our children can't afford .

NoOn3s e 1510 J Street, Suite 110 Sacramento. CA 95814
Phone 916.442.4405 Fax 916.442.4512 www.NoOnProp3f.cam

Aug. 2000
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Proposition 338

School Vouchers. State-Funded Private and
Religious Education. Public School Funding.
Initiative Constitutional Amendment.

Authorizes annual state payments of at least
$4000 per pupil for private/religious schools
phased in over four years. Restricts state and
local autherity to require private schools to meet
standards, including state academic requirements.
Limits future health, safety, zoning, building
restrictions on private schools. Requires release
of composite test scores of voucher pupils.
Permits Legislature to replace current voter-
enacted constitutional funding priority for public
schools (Proposition 98) with minimum formula
based on national per-pupil average, as defined by
terms of this measure.

Revised August 9, 2000 1
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(3) "child,* "pupil," or "student" is a person eligible to altend
kindergarien or any grades 1 to 12, inclusive.

{4) "parent” is any person having legal or effective custody of a
child,

(5) "gender" means either a male human being or a female
human being.

{g) The Legislature may enact a statute pursuant to Section 12 of Asticle
IV for the necessary support of the commumity colleges in each fiscal
year this section is operative. The intent of the people is that any such
statute fully fund the demand for programs offered by the community
colleges.

SECTION 4:
Section 8.5 is added to Article IX of the Constitution, to read:

SEC. 8.5.

{a) The people of this state, in recognition of their right to promote the
general welfare, to secure the blessings of liberty to themselves and-their
posterity, and fo pursue happiness, find that parents and not the state
have the right to choose the appropriate educational setting for their
children, whether that setting is a public school or a private school.
Therefore, parents who chocee fo send .2l Liildren to'schools operated
or owned by an entity other than the state or any of its subdivisions or
agencies are eligible to receive a scholarship which may be used for the

education of their children, consistent with this section.

(b) Commencing with the fiscal year following the approval by the voters
of this section, the parents of school age children whose children are
starting kindergarten or were enrolled for the previous school year in any
of the grades kindergarten through 11, inclusive, in a public school shall
receive, upon request, a scholarship for purposes of providing the parent
with additional choices in the type of educational setting in which to enroll

their child.

Revised August 9, 2000 6

Community colleges, state speciai sChoois, and pre-scnoo
childcare funding is currently guaranteed under Prop. 98.
This initiative provides funding guarantees only for K-12.
It provides no guarantee for community college funding.

arents who send their children to any private school,
including a religious school or home school, would be
ligible to receive voucher payments.

Current private school students would be phased 1n as
follows:

1) July 1, 2001 — parents of school-age children enrolled
in kindergarten and those “enrolled for the previous
year in public school”;

?) July 1, 2002 — parents of children in grades K-2;

3) July 1, 2003 — parents of children K-8; and

W) July 1, 2004 — all parents of school-age children.

arents of private school students could establish
immediate eligibility for voucher payments during the

bsequent school year by enrolling their children in public

chools for some period of time during the year.

he language makes no provision for parents providing
roof of enrollment in a public school for the previous yedt
o comply with the phase-in provisions. it also does sot
equire confirmation of enrollment by school districts,
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(5) Notwithstanding Section 8.7 of this Article, the Legislature may by
majority vote enact civil and criminal penalties for schools and persons
who engage in fraudulent conduct in connection with the solicitation of
pupils or the redemption of scholarships under this section.

SECTION 5:
Section 8.7 is added to Article IX of the Constitution, to read:

SFC.8.7.

(a) Private schools, including scholarship-redeeming schools, regardless
of size, need maximum flexibility to educate pupils. Therefore, private
schools shall be free from unnecessary, burdensome or onerous
regulation. In any legal proceeding challenging a state statute or any
regulation promulgated pursuant to a state statule as inconsistent with
this section, the state shall bear the burden of establishing that the
statute or regulation is necessary and that the statute or regulation does
not impose any undue burden on privale schools, including scholarship-
redeeming schools.

(b) Except as provided in this section, private schools including
scholarship- redeeming schools, are not subject to any state regulation
beyond the state statutes, in effect and as enforced, that applied to
privaie suoels on January 1, 1369, iMsiuding, vut not limiteo io, Article 1
(commencing with Section 32000), Article 2 (commencing with Section
32020), and Article 5 (commencing with Section 32050} of Chapter 1 of
Part 19 of, Article 5 (commencing with Section 33190) and Article 10.5
(commencing with Section 35295) of Chapter 2 of Part 20 of, and
Sections 44237, 48200, 48202, 48222, 49068, 48069, and 51202 of, the
Education Code. No additional statutes shall be enacted by the
legislature pertaining to private schools, including scholarship-
redepproved by a three-fourths vote of the membership of each house o
the Legistature.

Revised August 9, 2000 11

"0 any
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here is no accountability to taxpayers. The anti-
egulation provisions make it nearly impossible for the
egislature to provide munitudiig and enforcement by
tate agencies.

oucher redeeming schools may not be required to
rovide financial statements of any kind to the state as
condition of receiving state funding.

B g < 2 & a

o teaching credentials or degrees

o minimum number of days or minutes
o state curriculum standards

0 API ranking

o Public Schools Accountability Act

o ban o sociai premativu

-

—T%E'TE

y laws pertaining to voucher schools must be
nacted by a 75% vote of each house of the legislature.
e requirement will be nearly impossible to meet,
reventing the legislature from enacting laws to

equire accountability and stop fraud.
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WE] ENDORSEMENTS

Parnac List

YOUCHERS

STATE AND NATIONAL ORGANIZATIONS

AARP
s AMERICAN ASSOCIATION OF UNvversrry WOVEN
= AmenrcaN Crvie Lisenxies UNipN OF
SoUTHERN CALIFORNIA
* AMPRICAN JewisH CONGRESS
AMERICAN JEWISH ‘COMMITTEE, : RVINE
AMERICANS FOR DEMOCRATIC ACTION- S0, CAL
Anmzracans UNITED POR SEPARATION OF
CHURCH & STATE- NATIONAL CHAPTER
e AmpRICANS UNITED FOR SEPARATION OF
CruRCH & STATE- Lo5 ANGELES
s AMERICANS UNITED PR SEPARATION OF
CHURCH & STATE- SACRAMENTO
‘w  AMERICANS UNITED FORSEPARATION OF
CHURCH & STATE - SAN D E®O
= AmeriCANS UNITED FOR SEPARA {TON OF
CHURCH & STATE- SAN FRRNANOO VALLEY
= AmeriCANS UNITED FOR SEPAR/TION OF
CHURCH & STATE- SAN FRANCIS 0 -
= AM.E. MINISTERIAL ALLIANCE, ,ONTANA
s ANT-DEPAMATION LEAGUR
u  ASSOCIATION OF CALIFORNIA SCHOOL
ADMINISTRATORS
®  As50CIATION OF CALIFORNIA URBAN ScHOOL
Disrricrs
=  Brack EMPLOYEES AsSOCIATION’ Los ANGRLES
BROTHERHOOD CRUSADE- LOS ANGELES
s ., CALIFORNYA ASSOCIATION OF PROFESSIONAL
SCIENTISTS
#  CALIFORNIA ASSOCIATION or Scuoor BUSI NESS
OFfFRICIALS
®*  CALIFORNIA BUSI NESS ALLIANCE
CarrrorNiA ComMmonN CAUSE
CarLPORNTA COUNCIL FOR ENVI “ONMENTAL AND
EcoNnoMmic BALANCE
=  Caurornia BusiNess ROUNDT2BLE
®  CALIFORNIA COUNTY SUPERINTRNDENTS
EDUCATIONAL SERVICES ASSOCIATION
CaLI ForN A FACULTY ASSOCIATION
CALIPORNIA FEDERATION OF TEACHERS
= CaurorNIA LABOR FEDERATION
&  CALIFORNIA NURSES .ASSOCIATION
=  CALIFORNIA PROFESSIONAL FIREFIGHTERS
CaLiPORNIA RETIRED TEACHERS ASSOCIATION
CALIFORNIA ScHOOL BOARDS A<SOCIATION
=  CAUFORNIA ScHoo. EMPLOYERS ASSOCIATION
w  CALIFORNIA SPRRCH-LANGUAGE-HEARING

ASSOCIATION
6L * d  810E ON
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CALFORNIA STATE BoARD OF EDUCATION

CALIFORNIA STATE EMPLOYEES ASSOCIATION

CaLrrornia Stare PTA

CALIFORNIA TEACHERS ASSOCIATION

CeNTRAL L BOR Counci,, AFL-CIOOF San

BerNARDIN > AND RIVERSIDE COUNTIES

CeENTRAL ReCOVERY & DEVELOPMENT PROJECT

CHDOREN'S ADVOCACY INSTITUYE

Crty - HAwAHAN GARDENS

Crry or San FERNANDO

Comiméng Papres UNIDOS

COMMUNICATIONS WoRrXers OF America LocaL

94c0

ConGrESS OF CALIFORNIA SENIORS

DELTA KapPA GaMA  Honcrary  TEACHING

SocIETY INTERNATIONAL

FAcULTY AsSOCIATION OF CALIRORNIA

CommuntTy COLLEGES

Frienms COMMITTEE ON LEGISLATION

HapDAssAM

HousING CONSERVATION & DBVELOPMENT/ san

Francisco

HOoWARD Jarvis TAXPAYERS ASSOCIATION

InavagrANT LEGAL RESOURCE CENTER/ SAN

FRANCI SCO

INcAkECH CULTURAL ARTS CENTER, OXNARD

Jewisit CoMMUNITY RELATIONS COoUNCIL-SAN

Francisco

Justice MATTERS INSTITUTR

Lawyers CoMMITTEE ROR CrviL RicrTS

Los ANGrLES AFrICAN AMERICAN WOMEN’s PAC

Leacue oF WoMEN VOTERS OF CALIFORNIA

NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF SECONDARY SCHOOL

PRINCIPALS

NaTI ONAL ' "QUNCIL OF JEWISH WOMEN—

CALIFORNIA

Na11ioNAL PARENT TEACHER ASSOCIATION

New FRONTIER Democranie O, Los ANGELES

OARKLAND ALLIANCE OF BLACK EDUCATORS

OAKLAND EDUCATION ASSOCIATION

Peack OFFICERs RESEARCH ASSOCIATION OF CA

Peorre FOR THE AMERICAN WAY

Project FREEDOM OF RELIGION

RonNALD H. BrownN Democratic CLuB

WORKMAN's Cl RCLE

SERVICE EMPLOYRES INTERNATIONAL UNION

UniTABRIAN UNIVERSALIST ASSOCIATION OF
32
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s Worrman’s CIRCLE
Senvice EMPLOYRES INTERNATIONAL UNION
UniTARIAN UNIVERSALIST ASSOCIATION OF
CONGREGATI ONS

UNITED FARvM Workers o AVER Ca AFL-CIO
UNI TED TeEACHERS LOS ANGELES

0306

S TATE AND NATIONAL ELECTED OI:T'T CIALS

GoverRNOR GRAY DAVIS

LieureNaNT GovErRvoR CRUZ TWUSTAMANTE
SUPERINTENDENT OF PUBLIC INSTRUCTION
DEeLaNE BasTIN

ConNGRESSMAN JOE BACA

ConcressaN Howarp L. BERMAN
ConcrassMan Junan C. Dixo4

»  CONGRBSSMAN BobFiinNea
CoNGREssMAN ML LeviNe (Rirmep)
CoNGREsswoMAN Luctie ROYBAL-ALLARD
CONGRESSMAN HENRY A 'WAXMAN
SENATOR DON PERAYA
SenaTOR NELL SOTO
AsseMBLY SPEAKER Reeert M. HERTZBERG
AsSEMBLY SPRAEKER Pro TEM FRED KEELEY
ASsSEMBLYMEMBER ELAINE WHITE ALQUIST

=  ASSEMBLYMEMBER DION ARONER
ASsSEMBLYMEMBER AUDIE Bock
AsseMsrymemser Tom CALDE™ ON
AssamBrymeMBER ToNY CARDE HAS

u  ASSEMBLYMEMBE]Q DrNNIS CARY 5OZA
AsseMpLYyMeveer Erven Corsil 1t

= AsSEMBLYMEMEER G L Cepruio
AsSEMBLYMEMEBEK ELLEN CORBETT
ASSEMBLYMEMBER LoV CORREA,

"  ASSEMBLYMEMBPER SUSAN Davi S
AssEMBLYMEMBER. DENISE MoreNO DUCHRENY
ASSEMBLYMEMBER. Jo-N DUTRA
AssemeryMEMBER MARCO FIREBAUGH
"AssamBLymEMBER DEAN FLOREZ
AssemMBLYMEMBER RICHARD FLcyD
ASSEMBLYMEMBER MARTIN GALLEGOS

LOCAL FLECTED OFI ICIALS

MapoLYN AGRMMONTIL, Councitmereaen, Crry oF Day CiTy
Inma L. ANDERSON, COUNCILMEMBER, CITY oF RICHMOND

Juan AraMBULA, StPERVi saR, Coumty of FRESNO
SANDY BArboNADO, CLAREMONT Crry COUNCI L

NaTaaNmr Bares, COUNCILMEMBER, C1TY OF RICHMOND

ASSEMPLYMEMBER Sarry Havice
ASSEMBLYMEMBER MIRE HonbA
AsseMBLYMEMBER HANNAH-BeTH JACKSON
AsSSEMBLYMEMEER WaLLY Knox ’
AsSEMBLYMEMBER SHeniA JamMesKueHL
AsseMELYMEMBER TED LEMpERT
AssSEMBLYMZMBER JOHN LoNGviLLe
ASSEMELYMEMBER ALAN LOWENTHAL
ASSEMBLYMEMBER MIKE MACHADO
ASSEMBUYMEMBER ABFL MALDONADO
AsseMBLYMEMBER KERRY MAZZONI
AsSEMBLYMEMBER CAROLE MIGDEN
AsSSEMBLYMEMBER GEORGE NAKANO
AsSEMBLYMEMBER Lou Paran
ASSEMBLYMEMBER ANTHONY PESCETTI
ASSEMBLYMEMBER SARAH Reves
ASSEMBLYMFMBER GLORIA ROMERO
ASSEMBLYMEMBER JACK Scorr
AssemBryvzMeer KEVIN SHELLEY
AsSEMBLYMEMBER DARRELL STRINBERG
AsseMBLYMeMBER VIRGINIA STROM-MARTIN
Assemprymenser, HELEN THOMSON
AsspmMBLYMEMBER TOM TORLAESON
AsSEMBLYMEMBER ANTONIO R. VILLARAIGOSA
AsSEMBLYMEMBER, EDWARD VINCENT
AsSEMBLYMEMBER CARL WASHINGTON
AsseMPLYMEMBER HowarD WayNE
AsseMBLYMEMBER Here Wesson
AsseMBLYMEMBER PATRICIA WIGGINS
AssEMBLYMEMBER SCOTT WILDMAN
AsseMBLYMEMBER RODERICK WRICHT

HArrrer Beck, BOARDMEMBER, CHINO VALLEY Unrerep Scaoor DistricT

Gaxy BeLL, CouncnumeEMBER, CM JF R CHVOND

YVONNE BrarrawArre BURKE, SUPERVISOR, COUNTY oF LOos ANGELES

MAYOR WiLLte | BROWN, Jr., SAN Francisco

MARLIN BROWN, BoarRDMEMBER, SAN BeaNnarpmno Ciry UNtFIED ScHoOOL DISTRICT
Lure A CasreEra, COUNCILMEMBER AND PmM MAYOR, HAwAIIAN GARDENS

KerrH CARSON, SUPERVISOR, Aramepa CounTy

Vicroria Castro, BoAkp Memeen, Los AnceLes UNIPIED SCHOOL DISTRICT
Hecror A CaACON, Boaro Mems; R, MONTEBELLO UNIFIED ScHooL DISTRICT

LEONARD Craxpez, Maycr, CITY ©.: HawanAN GARDENS

WiLMA CHAN, PrESIDENT, ALAMEDA COUNTY BOARD OF SUPERVISORS

TixA CoLrnn, SACRAMENTO COUNTY BOARD OF SUPERVISORS
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ToNY Coox, DisTRICT COORDINATOR, ASSEMBLYMEMBER AUDIE BOCK’s OFRICE
SHYrLEY DraN, MAYOR, CITY OF BERKELEY

RoGER DICKINSON, SACRAMENTO CoUNTY BOARD OF SUPERVISORS

Jerry Eaves, San BerNnaDINO COUN IY SUPERVI SR

Keren IBONG FEnTay, Scrool Boaro TRUSTEE, WEST CONTRA COSTA UNIRIED ScHOOL DISTRICT
Mixe Fruer, Crrv COUNCILMEMBER, L0s ANGELES

Buanca M FiGUEROA, COUNGILMEM 3ER, CITY OF SOUTH EL MONTR

ELDA FONTENOT, FI RST- TI M DAYCA RE

DoLcres GALLeGOS, ViICe-MAYoR, (. 11y oF HANFORD

GRTH B. GArpDNER, MAYOR, CITY 07 Prco Kivera

JACKIE GOLDBERG, COUNCILMRMBER, CITY OF |0s ANGELES

VI RG NI A GURROLA, MAYOR, Cr1t OF PORTERVILLE

Jm Hann, Los ANGELES CITY ATYORNEY

LAUREN Hawoo, VICE-MAYOR, C¥TY op SACRAMENTO

R ciaro HOLOBER, Twusree, San Mareo Conry CommuniTy ColieGE DISTRICT ©
By, HepRICK, BOARDMEMBER, CORONA NORCO UNIRIEED ScHOOL DISTRICT

Joun HenmMan, CounNCILMEMBER, Ciy OF WEsT HoLLYwooD

Maxy HeaNANDEZ, PRESIDENT, BoAZD OF Epucati oy, SAN PraNcisco )
Rocer HernaNDEZ, GOVERNING BOARD MEVBER, ROWILAND UNIFIRD Scrool DisTRICT
NATE HoLpEN, COUNCILMEMBER, CiTY OF LOS ANGELES

Dave Jones, COUNCIXMEMBER, SACE. AMENTO CiTY Counal L

Kathy Kinpey, Borrd Memser, Cr AFFEY JT. UNov H i ScHOOL Disrricr

Juue KorenstemN, Boarp Movser, LOs AnceLEs UNIFIED ScHooL Disrmer

PauL Koxrerz, CoUNCILMEMBER, Cr1 + oF WesT Holywood, DEMD CANDI DATE FOR ASSEMBLY
Lagxy LOGSDON, PresipenT, Parmr st Scroor, District

Jesse M. LUERA, COUNCILMEMEER, Cm or NORWALX

VI CTOR Lorpez, MaYor, Cary or ORANGE Cove

ANTHONY Marrmvez, MAYOR ProTem, Crry or Derano

GEROGIA MERGER, PRBSIDENT, Boaro OF TRUSTEES, Los ANceELes CompaunNtTY COLLEGE D STR CT
O noy Miscikowskl, COUNCILWOMAN, CITY o Los ANGELES

NareMney, Crry COUNCILMEMBER, OAKLAND

Jess Ormiz, MAYOR, CITY OF ARVIN

Axex Papnaa, Crry COUNCILMEMBE, LOs ANGELES

H.E. CHRISTIAN PeErrES, DIRECTOR, ALAMEDA-CONTRA COSTA TRANSIT DIsTRICT

M nD& Lewrs Penn, Counciimemeer, Crry o RICHMOND

Henmy Perea, Councnimemsen, Ct 'y OF FRESNO

StevE PHILLIPS, COMMISSIONER, SAM Franc SO BOARD or EpwtAmoON

Jeermrey PranG, MAYOR, O 1v OF Wi'sT HoLLywooD

STEVE PrEMINGER, CHAIR, SANTA C1ARA COUNTY DEMOCRATIC PARTY

TRINIDAD RODRIGUEZ, Mavar, CITY o KerNAN

Mixe RoTxIN, COUNCILMEMBER, CITY OF SANTACRUZ

Waxne RUHLE, BOARDMEMBER, FONTANA UNIFIED ScHoo. Districr

PuviLi s J. RUTHERPORD, VICE PRESINDENT, ALHAMBRA BOARD OF EDUCATION

JoserH H. “Jor”Sa mMesoN, COUNCILMEMBER, Cl TY OP RiaLTOo

Berry J. ScruLtzE, COUNCILWOMAN, O TY oF Hawa i AN GARDENS

DAN Stecer, Presipent, Oaxtant Unariep ScHooL DistricTt BOARD OF EDUCATION
LixyaN TArovA, BOARDMEMBER, BA~ERSFIELD CiTY SCHOOL DISTRICT

Juprrsr Varres, MAYOR, O 7y OF San BErNaDINO

Ruta Warrers, Crry Councnimemssr,Jos ANGELES

DANNY WON, DIRECTOR, EAST BaY Municivar Urury DisTRICT

Ben WONG, Mavor Pro-TeM, WesT CoviNA

CAPR CE Younce, MemBer, Los ANG 1es Crry SCHoo. BoArD

[v'd 8l0E ON 3007140807143 Wd6Z:€ 000¢
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COMMUNITY LEADERS

CORINA ALARCON, PrESDENT, WoMEN ADVANCING THE VALLEY TrmoucH EpucaTioN EcoNoMics AND EMPOWERMENT
MmiaM ARMSTRONG, PrEsmeNT, I IOUSING ConservATI ON & DEVELOPMENT, SAN FRANCISCO.
BOBEBIE JEAN ANDERSON, CHAIR, 47 * AD COMMITIEE

DANNY BAREWELL, PRESIDENT, Br¢ THERHOOD CRUSADE, LOS ANGELES

Davip BrowN, Direcror, JMPT ('ONSULTING

Jim B. CLARKE, EXECUTIVE DIRECT( &, AMERICANS FOR DEMOCRATIC ACTION, SO CAUFORNIA CHAPTER
RoBERTO DE LA RosA, Execyrive D1RECTOR, O1A Raza, | NC. ,
LaureNe DoMINGUEZ, DIRECTOR, COMMUNITY FEXLOWS PROGRAM, JUSTICE MATTERS INSTITUTE
RopoLoro Rupy FaviLa, CANDIDATE ROR Concress, MONTCLAIR

GRACIANO GOMEZ, INLAND Empine HXxsPANIC NEWS

D’EMANUEL GROSSE, SR., BAY AREA DEMOCRATIC CLUB

AnNiTA GUTIERREZ, FIELD REPRESENTATIVE, ASSEMBLYMEMBER JOHN LONGVILLE

Caraerine Hann, CHAIR, PusLic FACILITIES Commission, WEST HoLLywooD

Jom Haun, Los ANGeLes Crry ATTORNEY

Lee HacresmaN, PARTNER, DELLUMS, BRAUER, HALTERMAN & ASSOCIATES
“Swrer” Anice Harris, Execurive DIRECTOR, PARENTS OP WATTS.

Reep HASTINGS, CEO, NETPLIX.COM, MEMBER, STATE BOARD oF EDUICATION

Makry HENRY, AvaroN Corner, ( OMPTON

Auice A HurrMaN, Presipent, Cruirornia STATE CONFERENCE or THE NA' CP

KiMm L. HUNTER, PRESIDENT CEO, ' AGRANT COMMUNICATIONS

Howarp Jacoss, LEap Councit Liepury, Crry o West Holrywoop

CHARLES AND CHERYL J-ON, MsM=BERS, BLACK AMERICAN POLITICAL ACTION COMMITIEE
"ReBEcca KarLAN, CANDIDATE, OALAND Crry CounciL

Dorxa Keeun, COMMISIONER, COMMISISION ON THE STATUS OF WOMEN

MarjaN KEYPOUR, AsSOCIATE DIRECTOR, ANTI-DEFAMATION LEAGUE

JoHN A. Korick, ExecuTIVE DIRECTOR, SOUTH CENTRAL FAVILY HeALTH CENTER

Eve Lee, MemBER, 48~ AD COMMITTEE

IvOorRY MADISON, PRESIDENT, AMERICANS UNITED FOR SEPARATION OF CHURCH & STATE- SAN FraANCISCO
.BoB MANLEY, Dixecror, REGION 13 CALIFORNIA DEMOCRATIC PARTY

ERNESTO MARQUEZ, ADMINISTRATIVE ANALYST, CITY op HAWAIIAN GARDENS

G.r A Neerere Mcleon, CANDSDATE FOR 6" ASSEMBLY DISTRICT

VIRGINA MCCLELLAN, McCLeLLAN B/C FACILITY, BAKERSPIELD

EsTHER F. MORALES, JMPT CONSU ! TING

Aunons MORGUD, MANAGER, COMMISSION ON FIUMAN CONCERNS

PauL Osart, EXecUTIVE DIRRCTOR, JaraNese CurTorAL Communrery CeNTER OF No. CA
CELESTINE PALMER, CHATRWOMAN, Los ANGELES AFRICAN AMERICAN WOMEN'S PAC

Eva PATERSON, EXECUTIVE D recTor, LAWYERs CoMmrrree FOR Crvir RIGHTS

Inene Esparza PORTILLO, EXECUTIVE DI RECTOR, HEALTH & CARERR INSTITUTE

EXLEN Posty, ADMINISTRATOR, OAKLAND ALLIANCE OF BLACK EpucATORS

Aimvera Powew, 48~ AD COMMITTEE

Sreve PreMinGeR, CHAIR, SANTA CLARA COUNTY DEMOCRATIC PARTY

RoBERY RuINER, ACTOR, DiRECTOR, CHILDREN'S ADVOCATE

DAN ROSENSBERG, CANDIDATE POR CONGRESS, 19™ DISTRICT

A- D. Ross, Assistant Cruer Deputy, CouncnMEMBER NaTe HOLDEN

W-D. RUFFIN, Execyurive Dvrecror, Brack EMPLOYEES A5SOCIATION

Lucy SeLLs, DIRECTOR, REGION 6, CALIFORNIA DEMOCRATIC PARTY

DoN STEPHENSON, MEMBER, 48~ A’ D CoMmrrres

SCOTT SVONKIN, COUNTY ComMiss (ONER, oS ANGELES

TopD. TATUM, CHAIR, SAN BERNAD 'NO DEMOCRATIC PARTY
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Beverry B. THomas, Formea COMMISSIONER, Los ANGELES Crry EMPLOYEES RETIREMENT SYSTEM

J- ManueL Urrutia, UCLA PHYSICS AND ASTRONOMY DEPARTMENT

Mausicio E. Vera, Execurive Dmmgctor, BERNAL HEIGHTS NEIGHEORHOOD CENTER

CaroL VELARDE, HADASSAH, AMERICANS UNITED FOR SEPARATION OF CHURCH AND STATE

Josern WaArxew, Cramr, CARsON BLACK AMERICAN POLITICAL ACTION COMMITTEE 0309
GERALDINE R. WASHINGTON, PRESIDENT, Los ANceLes NAACP

EDUCATION
James R. Bares, PRINCIPAL, Lamor 't ELEMENTARY SCHOOL
Dawn BRonsEMA, CALIFORNIA $¢1100L EMPLOYEES ASSOCIATION
Buzz CaFrEE, PRINCIPAYL, BAXERSEI 21D ADULT SCHOOL
Prccy Gash, VICE-PrESTDENT, UN:TED EDUCATORS OF SAN FRANCISCO
EppIE CHIN, COMMISSIONER, SAN FRANCIScO Unirien SCHOOL DISTRICT
Bruct CorwgLy, Executive DIReCTOR, OAKLAND EDUCATI ON ASSOCIATION
Karen J. HARSHMAN, SUPERINTENDENT, FONTANA Untriep Scaoor DisTRICT
Skrr HarTt, PoLimicaL AcTioN COoRDINATOR, CALIPORNIA SCHOOL EMPLOYRES ASSOCIATION
Jerxy HENDERSON JR., PROFESSOR, SAN BERNADINO VarLry COLLEGE
SHEILA JORDAN, SUPERINTENDENT, ALAMEDA CounTty O¥FICE OF EDUCATION
DAN Kgrry, ComMMissioNER, SAN FranCisCO UNIFIED SCHOOL DISTRICT
Crarx Kerr, PRESIDENT EMERITUS, UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA
Kr1sTEN LAETSCH, Co-DIRECTOR, OARiAND EpucaTrion CamNeT, MiLts CoLLecs
"ToMm LAsSEX, SUPERINTENDENT, Kin.Gs COUNTY OFRICE OF EDUCATION
PecGY Leg, RETIRED ABC SCHOOI BOARDMEMEER, CERRITOS '
ERIC MAR, ATTORNEY AND TEACHE R, SAN Franc s& STATE ASIAN AMERICAT STUDIES
Rick MGCULURE, PRESIDENT, ONTA 310 MONTCLAIR TEACHERS ASSOCIATION
JUANTTA OWENS, ADMINISTRATOR, - 1Y CoLLEGE OF SAN FRANCISCO
-SHRA QUINTANA, PRESIDENT, O AND EDUCATION ASSOCIATION
SHERRIE ROSENBERG, PRESIDENT, REGION 2, SAN FRANCISCO PTA
DEROTHA WiLLIAMS, Epvcaror, Los ANGELes UNIFIED SCHOOL DisTRICT

FAITH LEADERS

REVEREND JEmrRY ANGROVE, First UnNITED MeTHOD ST CHURCH, ROSEYILLE
PASTOR WAYMON BAKER, AsSISTANT PASTOR, New PLEASANT Hiwx Barrist CHURCH
REVERND NORMAN D. CoreLAND, SEnIOR PAsToR, WARD A.M.E. CHURCH, LOS ANGELES

Pastor Donarp FADO, ST. MARKs UNITED METHODIST CHURCH, SACRAMENTO

Rappi GARY GREENBAUM, WESTERN REGIONAL DIRECTOR, AMERICAN

ARTHUR J. HATCHETT, EXECUTIVE | MIRECTOR, GREATER RICHMOND INTERFAITHPROGRAM
Revereno RoperT HoLt, PRISON /MINISTER, COMMUNITY ACTIVIST, PASADENA

PAsTOR PHILLIY LAwsON, EasTer ¥ i, Uniten MeTHODIST CHURCH

ReverenD IsaM TAYLOR, FAITHFUY SERVICE BAPTIST CHURCH AND OUTREACH,LOS ANGELES
REVEREND CAROLYN TYLER GUIDREY, PRESIDING ErnER, AFRICAN-AMERICAN CHURCH

LABOR

CAaroL BEBATLEY, EXBCUTIVE BoArD, UAW. Locar go9
RarrH ELIASER, JEwISH LABOR COMMITTEE

Jack Forp, L ABOR REIATIONS REPRESENTATIVE, CALIFORNIA SCHOOL EMPLOYEEBS ASSOO) ATI ON
AvLEXANDRA GALLARDO-ROOKER, ExecUrive BoARD Menser, CWA LoCAL g4oo
EvLinor GrLeNnN, CrAIr, SEJU Renree CoALITION, NORTH HoLLywooD

RosaLmpA GuiLLEN, PoLiTicAL DIRECTOR, UNITED FARM WORKERS
MICHAEL HARTIGAN, PresipeNT, (CWA Locat 940

LAURIE STALNAKER, EXECUTIVE SE( RETARY TREASURER,CENTRAL LABOR COUNCIL OF SAN BERNADINO AND RIVERSIDE
CounTtiEs

CuesTER P, WASKO JR., ADVISORY '3OARD MEMBER, OFERATING ENGINEER LoO1:AL 12

August 14,2000 5 3 2
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NO 38 OFFICIAL ENDORSEMENT

VOUCHERS

S RN . (W SETR BYCEN.

NO ON PROP 38

Y ou can use our/my name in support of the No on Vouchers 2000 campaign on the November 7 ballot.
Please check the appropriate box below:

O Please list my name as an incividual member T Please list my organization as a member of the
of the NO on Vouchers 2069 campaign. NO on Vouchers 2000 campaign.
Name (print) _ Title

Company or Organization Name / Emplc ver

Mailing Address Suite #

City _ State Zip’

Phone, Fax e-mail

Signature Date

No on Vouchers 2000 is a broad-based coalition working together to defeat the Draper Voucher Initiative.

I can help in the following ways.

Q3 Distribute campaign information threugh house meetings, QO Send letre. s, e-mails or call employees/membersfothers
small groups ' — we wili work with your organization to provide

written materials for you to use

U Be part of our Speakers Bureau — we will provide training O Place a newsletter article in your publication -we will
work with your editor

O Sign a letter-to-the-editor — we will help with the writing Cl Place lawn signs, distribute campaign signs

QJ Recruit volunteers for phone banks and precinct walks Q Feang

Cl Please fax me updates U Please e-mail me updates

Organization Information:

Do you have an activist/volunteer list>2Number of members statewide:

When does your group/organization meet next? Canwe send in a camyaign representative:
Contact name for endorsements: Contact phone number:
Contact name for political/grassroots activities: Contact phone mumber:
Does your group have a newsletter? YES NO When is it issued?
Can we tink/put up info 0n your website? YES NO Contact name/phone
Please fax this form to Dana Kawaoka (415) 621-2531 or mail to: NO on 38!
Phone:  415-621-4438 ¢/o United Educators of San Francisco
655-14" Street
3 2 San Francisco, CA 94114
00 'd 8l0C-ON 300/14982/149 WNd0€:€0002Z "¢¢- 8Ny
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RESOLUTION IN OPPOSITION TO PROPOSITION 38
THE SCHOOL VOUCHER INITIATIVE

WHEREAS, Prop. 38 will appear on the November 7, 2000 genera! election ballot;

WHEREAS, Prop. 38 would use public funds to provide $4000 vouchers for private and
religious schoals;

WHEREAS, Prop. 38 gives $4(:00 vouchers for students already in private and religious
schools, reducing the’amount of money available for local public schools;

WHEREXS, Prop. 38 will hurt neighborhood public schools because every student who leaves a
public school for a subsidized voucher school means aloss of critical funds for that
neighborhood public school — that means fewer textbooks, computers and supplies;

WHEREAS, voucher schools v ill be essentially unregulated — voucher school operators are not
required to have training, credez .tials or experience in educating chi.dren, and voucher
schoolteachers are not required 1o have a teaching credentia or a college degree;

WHEREAS, voucher schools are nut accountable to taxpayers — athough they would receive
taxpayer money, voucher schools are not required to make decisions at meetings open to the
public and are not required to have their finances audited;

WHEREAS, voucher schools are exempt from the state's rigorous accountability system, and
students are not required to meet. educational standards to move to the next grade or to pass an
exit exam to graduate from high school; .
WHEREAS, voucher schools, 1.0t parents, will decide if a child can attend their schools, and
Prop. 38 does not prohibit discrimination based on gender, religion, family ability to pay,
English-language proficiency, o r academic or physical ability; '

WHEREAS, providing $4000 vouchers for the 700,000 current private school students will
require nearly $3 billion, and Prop. 38 provides no funding for this purpose;

WHEREAS, Prop. 38 will require increases in county and state bureaucracies to monitor a

separate voucher account for each voucher school student, potentially costing millions per year
in addition to the voucher subsidies,

WHEREAS, paying for Prop.38 will result in higher taxes or cutsin vital services,

THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the
OPPOSES Proposition 38, the : ‘chool voucher initiative.

ADOPTED THIS Day of , 2000.

July13, 2000 3 2
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ARE VOUCHERS THE WAY TO IMPROVE
CALIFORNIA’S SCHOOLS?

INTRODUCTION

Proposition 38, on the November 2000 ballot, would create a publicly funded program to provide
parents with vouchers that could be redeemed for private school tuition. This measure represents the
second attempt to institute a school voucher system through the ballot box within the last decade. In
November 1993, nearly 70 percent of the voters defeated the first attempt, Proposition 174. Proposition
38 is sponsored by Silicon Valley venture capitalist Timothy Draper.

Proposition 38 would make fundamental changes to the constitutional provisions governing public
education in California. In brief, the measure:

Provides parents of K-12 students with a voucher worth at least $4,000 per child, per year to help
pay tuition and fees for the private school of their choice.

« Replaces Proposition 98’s school spending guarantee with a funding guarantee that is based on the
average national per pupil spending, under certain circumstances.
Circumvents the state constitution’s prohibition on spending public funds for faith-based schools by
specifying that vouchers are grants to parents rather than funding for private schools.

The use of public funds for private schools, particularly faith-based schools, raises a number of legal and
constitutional issues that are beyond the scope of this analysis. The U.S. Supreme Court has not ruled
on the constitutionality of school voucher programs. However, state and federal district courts have
struck down programs in Vermont, Maine, Florida, and Ohio that allowed vouchers to be used at faith-
based schools. The Wisconsin Supreme Court upheld, and the U.S. Supreme Cout refused to hear an
appeal of the Milwaukee voucher program. Recent Supreme Court decisions, such as the June 2000
decision allowing states to use public funds to provide computers for religious schools, make predic-
tions about the court’s position difficult.

A school voucher program of this scale is unprecedented. Voucher programs in other states have been
narrowly targeted to students with economically disadvantaged backgrounds or who attend low-
performing schools. The Milwaukee school voucher program, for example, limits eligibility to Milwau-
kee Public School (MPS) students whose family income does not exceed 175 percent of the federal
poverty level. In 1998-99, eight years after the program began, approximately six percent of MI’S
students used vouchers to attend private schools.’

The school voucher programs in Cleveland, OH and Florida, both of which have been struck down by
state and federal district courts, are also very targeted programs. The Florida program makes vouchers
available only to students who attend public schools that have failed to meet the state’s performance
standards for two consecutive years. The Cleveland program provides vouchers to students from
families with incomes below 200 percent of the federal poverty line.*

)
_05"2 92111th St., Ste. 502 ® Sacramento, CA 95814-2820
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How Woulb PrRoPOSITION 38’S VOUCHER SYSTEM WORK? 0313

Administration. Proposition 38 would Provide parents with a voucher worth $4,000 or one-half of
public school per pupil spending, whichever is greater, that can be redeemed toward private school
tuition and fees. Because of increases in K-12 public education spending, it is likely that the voucher
amount would increase above the $4,000 level quickly. Proposition 38 defines private schools that
accept vouchers as “voucher-redeeming schools”.

Parents with children currently attending private schools would be eligible for vouchers, as well as
those with children currently enrolled in public schools. In 2001-02, vouchers would become available
to all students currently enrolled in public schools and all students entering kindergarten. Eligibility for
students currently enrolled in private schools would be phased-in over a four-year period.

Table 1: Implementation of Voucher Eligibility for Students Currently

Enrolled in Private Schools

2001-02 , Vouchers are available to students in Kindergarten.
2002-03 Vouchers are available to students in grades K-2.
2003-04 Vouchers are available to students in grades K-8.
2004-05 Vouchers are available to students in grades K-12.

If the entire amount of the voucher is not used in a given year, the remainder would be held in an
account managed by the State Treasurer. Parents could use account balances toward a child’s future K-
12 or college tuition and fees. Once the student either turns 21 or completes an undergraduate degree,
any remaining funds would be returned to the state’s General Fund.

Finance. Under current law, the spending guarantee created by Proposition 98 of 1988 establishes a
minimum funding level for public education.> Proposition 38 specifies that funding for the vouchers
will not count toward Proposition 98’s spending guarantee. Consequently, total spending for K-12
education would be the sum of public school spending plus the cost of vouchers for students attending
private schools.* Proposition 38 also includes a new school spending guarantee that would replace
Proposition 98 under certain circumstances (see below).

Regulations. Proposition 38 limits the ability of the state or local governments to impose new regula-
tions on private schools, including schools that receive vouchers. Proposition 38 explicitly protects
private schools from “unnecessary, burdensome or onerous regulation.” Any state regulations beyond
those in effect as of January 1, 1999, including those relating to health, safety, and land use, must be
approved by three-fourths of both houses of the Legislature. New local regulations would require
approval by two-thirds of the local governing body and a majority of voters in the jurisdiction. Cur-
rently, most regulations on private schools can be changed with a majority vote of the state Legislature
or local governing body.

Admissions. Proposition 38 prohibits private schools that accept vouchers from discriminating on the
basis of race, ethnicity, color, or national origin. However, the measure does not prohibit voucher-
redeeming schools from adopting policies that discriminate on the basis of gender, physical disability,
sexual orientation, religion, or academic performance.

Curriculum. Proposition 38 does not include standards or guidelines for curriculum in grades K-8 and
establishes minimal standards in private high schools. Voucher-redeeming high schools must certify
that they have obtained notice that the coursework offered in at least one academic subject area (. 3 2
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history or math) fulfills the admission requirements for the University of California, California State
University, or any accredited private college or university. Alternatively, a voucher-redeeming high
school can obtain accreditation or provisional accreditation from an agency recognized by the state.

Voucher-redeeming schools must administer a standardized test that is given to public school students
for national comparisons of academic performance. It is unclear whether the initiative requires voucher
redeeming-schools to administer the same test given to California public school students or any nation-
ally-normed test. However, while public schools are subject to sanctions for poor performance, includ-
ing state takeover of consistently low-performing schools, no such sanctions are imposed on voucher-
redeeming private schools. Additionally, beginning with the class of 2004, students attending
California’s public schools must pass the state High School Exit Examination in order to graduate.
However, no similar requirement will apply to voucher students attending private school.

Financial Oversight. Each private school that accepts vouchers must prepare an annual financial
statement, which it must make available to parents of students in the school. However, schools are not
required to undergo an independent audit or submit financial statements to the state for review.

WHAT WiLL PRoPOSITION 38 MEAN FOR SCHOOL SPENDING?

Estimating Proposition 38’s impact on the state budget, school spending, and public and private school
enrollment is complicated by the lack of programs of similar scale and scope. Several factors will influ-
ence Proposition 38’s impact on state and local school spending:

1. The cost of providing vouchers for students who are currently enrolled in private schools.

2. The cost of providing vouchers for students who shift from public to private schools.

3. The ability of public schools to reduce costs in response to the shift of students from public to
private schools.

4. Whether and when the state’s current school funding guarantee is replaced by Proposition 38’s
new guarantee.

This Brief examines each of these factors in order to develop an estimate of the impact of Proposition 38
on education spending and the state budget as a whole.

1. How Much Will it Cost to Provide Vouchers for Current Private School Students?

In 1999-00, 9.8 percent of California’s students in grades K-12 attended private schools.® Eligibility for
students currently attending private schools would be fully phased-in by 2004-05. At that point, an
estimated 658,334 private school students would be eligible to receive vouchers costing an estimated
$3.2 billion.® Since no public funds are currently spent for private schools, the cost of these vouchers
represents a new cost to the state.

2. How Many Students Will Choose to Attend Private Schools?

There are no good estimates of how many students would leave the public school system if offered a
voucher of the size authorized by Proposition 38. As noted above, voucher programs enacted in other
states and localities have been much more limited than the program created by Proposition 38 and thus
offer limited guidance as to what might happen if Proposition 38 is enacted.

At least initially, the amount of the voucher would be less than the cost of tuition at many private
schools. It is unclear whether parents would be willing or able to make up the difference. The number
3s§em§ who transfer will depend on both parents’ desire to have their children attend a private
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school and the ability of private schools to expand capacity to meet increased demand. The capacity of
private schools to accept additional students may limit the ability of parents who wish to send their
children to private schools to do so. A shift of just five percent of current public school students to
private schools would represent a substantial 46 percent increase in current private school enrollment.
In contrast, education experts estimate private school vacancy rates to be between three and five percent
of current enrollment.

Table 2: Even a Modest Number of Transfers Translates into a Significant Increase in

Private School Enroliment

Number of additional

Percentage of
public school
students who

Translates into this
number of public
school students

Transfers as a
percentage of
1999-00 private

private school slots
needed to
accommodate

transfer who transfer school enrollment potential transfers
5 295,184 46% 263,144
10 578,899 90% 546,859
15 854,730 133% 822,690
20 1,125,802 176% 1,093,762

Voucher proponents argue that the private market will expand to take advantage of the subsidies
created by Proposition 38. While the availability of voucher funds may encourage entrepreneurs to
open new private schools, it is uncertain whether the initial $4,000 per student voucher will provide a
sufficient incentive to do so. Faith-based schools represented nearly 80 percent of private school enroll-
ment in 1999-00.” Many faith-based schools charge tuition that is less than their operating costs in order
to avoid excluding low-income students. The church sponsoring the school subsidizes the difference
between the tuition and the actual cost of operating the school. The ability for churches to open new
schools will depend, in part, on their ability to operate within the limits of the voucher amount, their
willingness to charge tuition above the voucher amount, and their ability to subsidize expanded enroll-
ment.

For-profit corporations could set up schools to take advantage of Proposition 38’s vouchers. However,
the amount of the voucher is less than the tuition currently charged by the major for-profit school
corporations. For-profit school corporations charge, on average, $5,500 per student per year.? An
informal phone survey of the leading for-profit private school provider in the nation, Nobel Learning
Communities, Inc., found that their schools operating in California had per pupil tuition between $5,500
and $6,428 per year.’

Private schools that wish to expand may have difficulty recruiting and retaining additional teachers.
The strong economy has reduced the pool of new teacher candidates as college graduates opt for higher
paying jobs generated by the tight labor market. Moreover, recent state policy initiatives increasing
beginning teacher salaries and reducing public school class size may make it difficult for private
schools, where teachers generally earn substantially lower salaries than their public school counterparts,
to hire qualified teachers.*”

3. What Will Proposition 38 Mean for the Operating Costs of Public Schools?

Proposition 38 would allow the state to reduce public school spending by an amount equal to the
number of students transferring to private schools multiplied by public school per pupil spending. In
reality, public schools will not be able to reduce their total costs proportionately to reductions in enroll-
ment without significantly increasing class sizes or otherwise reducing spending on day-to-day pupil
education. This is due to the fact that many of the costs incurred by schools are relatively fixed, such as
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classified personnel, capital outlay, and administrative expenses.” In other areas, schools will be unable
to achieve savings unless a substantial number of students leave the public school system.

Figure 1
California School District Expenditures, 1996-97
Captial Outlay

4% Other

operating Expenses
p g Exp - 1o

8%

Books and Supplies
5%

Certificated Salaries

Employee Benefits
pioy — 50%

16%

Classified Salaries _/
16%

Source: California State Controller, School Districts Annual Report Fiscal Year 1996-97

Some of a district’s costs are easily classified as either fixed or variable. There are also costs that fall
somewhere in-between, including costs for teachers. The average class size in California’s public
schools was 21.7 students per teacher in 1997-98, the most recent year for which data is available.”? In
order to maintain the average class size, 21.7 students would need to transfer from the same grade
within a school or, in the case of schools that combine different grades into one class, adjacent grades
before a school could reduce the number of teachers it employs. Public schools may also experience a
delay in realizing savings attributable to declining enrollment. In the initial years after the passage of
Proposition 38, districts would likely have difficulty forecasting enrollment, complicating efforts to
predict the number of teachers needed at any given school site.

Table 3: Student Transfers will be Too Dispersed to Allow for Significant Reductions in

Costs for Teachers

Each elementary

school (K-6) in the Each middle school

Each high school

Percent of
public school
students who

state would have
this number of
transfers in each

{7-8) in the state
would have this
number of transfers

(9-12) in the state
would have this
number of transfers

transfer grade in each grade in each grade
5 5 19 18
10 10 37 36
15 15 54 53
20 20 - 72 70

Limits on public schools’ ability to reduce costs in response to falling enrollment are largely related to
gméct that student transfers will be dispersed across all of the state’s school sites. If a relatively small
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percentage of students leave the public school system, as has been the case under other voucher pro-
grams, the number of students leaving any individual school will be small. If 10 percent of the state’s
public school students opt for vouchers, a figure that will be difficult to attain given current private
school capacity, an average of 10 students per grade would leave each of the state’s elementary
schools.® At this level of transfers, administrators would be forced to shift students between schools or
combine grades in order to save the cost of a teacher’s salary. Moreover, as enrollment declined low
seniority teachers with the lowest salaries would be the first to lose their jobs, increasing the average
salary of those teachers who remained employed by the public school system.

In the long run, savings may result from reduced need for new school facilities if enough students
transfer out of the public schools to lower the demand. The extent of these savings is uncertain and
depends upon the number of students transferring to private schools, as well as the geographical
distribution of transfers.

4. What Effect Will the New Public School Funding Guarantee Have on Spending for
Schools and Other Programs?

Currently, Proposition 98 of 1988 constitutionally guarantees a minimum level of total funding for K-12
schools, child development programs, community colleges, and other smaller school-related programs.
Proposition 38 replaces the current guarantee with a new National Average School Funding Guarantee
(NASFG). Unlike the current guarantee, the NASFG does not require school funding to keep pace with
inflation. Proposition 38 would also allow the Legislature to implement the new guarantee.

The NASFG is based on a measure that is very different from traditional estimates of per pupil spend-
ing. Under Proposition 38, once California’s per pupil public school spending exceeds the national
average, public schools would be guaranteed a minimum level of funding equal to enrollment times the
national average per pupil spending, which is defined as all funds - state, local, federal, unrestricted
funds, categorical funds, funds dedicated to cover state and local annual debt service and any other
funds - used to finance local and state educational programs for grades K-12. Traditional measures, in
contrast, are based on K-12 school operating costs and exclude expenditures for capital outlay and debt
service, among others. Several organizations track per pupil spending by state, but none use a defini-
tion as comprehensive as that used in Proposition 38. Proposition 38 would require the state Depart-
ment of Finance to collect the necessary data and calculate the new guarantee. This requirement would
increase state administrative costs by an unknown amount.

Based on current school spending trends, the California Budget Project (CBP) estimates that California’s
per pupil spending will exceed the national average no later than 2002-03 and the NASFG would re-
place Proposition 98 beginning in 2003-04. The rate of growth of the NASFG depends on school funding
trends in other states. In the short-run, CBP estimates that the NASFG would require a lower level of
per pupil spending than under Proposition 98’s current guarantee due to the interaction between recent
increases in school spending and the ongoing strength of the economy.

Proposition 38 would also repeal a “hold harmless” provision found in current law that requires enroll-
ment to decline for three consecutive years before the public school funding guarantee is reduced to
reflect lower enrollment. Until the new NASFG takes effect, the “hold harmless” provision would
continue to limit the state’s ability to reduce public school spending. Once the NASFG becomes opera-
tive, it would allow an immediate reduction in public school funding if enroliment declines and thus
could result in a lower level of per pupil spending than would be required under Proposition 98.

Finally, the NASFG repeals the constitutional guarantee established by Proposition 98 that protects an
aggregate level of funding for community colleges, child care, and state special schools for the blind and
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deaf. If the NASFG becomes operative, funding for these programs would compete with health, public
safety, higher education, and other General Fund spending priorities.

How DOoOES PROPOSITION 38 AFFECT STATE Funping For EDUCATION ano THE BUDGET AS A
WHOLE?

The unprecedented scale of the program created by Proposition 38 complicates any effort to assess the
measure’s fiscal impact. There are no good estimates of the number of students who would want to
leave the public school system if a voucher were available or of the capacity of private schools to admit
additional pupils. Faced with this lack of information, CBP used the best available data to estimate the
fiscal impact of Proposition 38. CBP examined a range of scenarios with respect to the number of
students who transfer out of the public school system and using two different assumptions with respect
to the amount of savings public schools are able achieve as enroliment declines.

Proposition 38 Increases State Costs Under All Scenarios

CBP estimates that Proposition 38 could significantly increase state costs for K-12 education under all of
the scenarios examined. Using CBP’s best estimate of the savings that public schools potentially can
achieve and proponents’ estimate of the share of public school students that will transfer to private
schools, Proposition 38 could increase education spending by $3.9 billion in 200405, the measure’s first
full year of implementation (Table 4)."

Table 4: Proposition 38 Could Increase the Cost of K-12 Education

Percent of public school Additional cost of K-12 education | Additional cost of K-12 education
students assumed to in 2004-05 assuming Proposition in 2004-05 assuming NASFG
transfer to private schools 98 remains operative becomes operative in 2003-04

5 $2.3 hillion $3.5 hillion

10 $2.9 billion $3.9 billion

15 $3.5 hillion $4.3 hillion

20 $4.2 billion $4.9 billion

Assumes that public schools can reduce operating costs by'50 percent

Using the same assumptions, Proposition 38 could increase costs by $416 million in 2001-02. The cost
could rise to $4.1 billion in 2005-06, as additional students currently enrolled in private schools become
eligible fur vouchers and as the amount of the voucher increases when California shifts to the new
NASFG (Table 5). If public schools are able to achieve additional cost reductions, the added cost falls to

Table 5: If 10 Percent of Public School Students Transfer to Private Schools, the State Could Face
Significant Increases in K-12 Education Spending

Estimated public Net additional cost for

Year school savings Cost of vouchers K-l 2 education*
2001-02 $371 million $787 million $416 million
2002-03 $673 million $2.3 billion $1.7 billion
2003-04 $2.1 hillion $5.1 billion $3.0 hillion
2004-05 $2.2 hillion $6.1 billion $3.9 billion
2005-06 $2.3 hillion $6.3 billion $4.1 billion

3 Etalsfhay not sum due to rounding. Assumes that public schools can reduce operating costs by 50 percent
7
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$2.6 billion in 2004-05 (Table 6). Proposition 38 increased costs regardless of whether the current Propo-
sition 98 or new NASFG school funding guarantee is in effect.

Table 6: Proposition 38 Could Result in Net Costs to the State for K-12 Education, Even if Public

Schools Reduce Their Costs by a Greater Amount

Percent of public school Net additional cost for
students assumed to Estimated 2004-05 K-12 education in
transfer to private schools public school savings Cost of vouchers 2004-05*
5 $1.7 billion $4.5 billion $2.8 hillion
10 $3.3 hillion $6.0 billion $2.6 hillion
15 $4.9 hbillion $7.4 billion $2.5 hillion
20 $6.4 billion $8.8 billion $2.4 hillion

Totals may not sum due to rounding. Assumes public schools can reduce operating costs by 75 percent.

While the new guarantee would allow lawmakers to reduce public school funding by an amount equal
to the number of students who left the public school system multiplied by the NASFG, local school
districts would be unable to absorb this loss without significant reduction in the quality of the public
schools. In particular, achieving the maximum legally allowable savings would most likely result in a
significant increase in average class size.

Lower Public School Enrollment Could Reduce the Amount of Federal Education Aid
. Received by California

To the extent Proposition 38 reduces public school enrollment, California will receive less federal educa-
tion aid. Most federal education aid is for categorical programs such as those for economically disad-

Table 7: Summary Proposition 38's Fiscal Impacts

2001-02 2004-05
Vouchers for current private school
students $0 $3.2 hillion
Vouchers for public school transfers $787 million $2.9 hillion
Total Cost for Vouchers $787 million $6. f billion
Public school savings $371 million - $2.2 hillion
Net Costs for Vouchers $4 16 million $3.9 billion

Administration

Calculation of NASFG
Treasurer's Office
County Offices of Education

Unknown additional costs
Unknown additional costs
Unknown additional costs

Unknown additional costs
Unknown additional costs

Unknown additional costs

Funding Impact

Proposition 98 Programs excluded by
NASFG: Community colleges, child care,
adult education

Federal education programs

Unknown

Unknown loss of funds,
potentially in the hundreds of
millions of dollars

Unknown

Unknown loss of funds,
potentially in the hundreds of
millions of dollars

Estimates assume that 10 percent of public school students transfer to private schools and that public schools reduce operating costs by

50 percent The cost of vouchers in 2004-05 is based on CBP projections of ths amount of the voucher.

8
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vantaged students. The loss of federal funds would be determined, in part, by the number of students
eligible for these programs who transfer out of the public schools.

ISSUES FOR CONSIDERATION

Choice. Proposition 38 provides financial assistance to parents who wish to send their children to
private schools. Proponents maintain that competition from private schools will also encourage im-
provement in the public school system as schools attempt to maintain enroliment. However, some
parents’ access to private schools may be limited due to the following considerations:

. Proposition 38 does not require private schools to provide transportation for students, thus limiting
access for families who lack the means to transport their child to school.

. Voucher-redeeming schools may establish testing or other academic performance criteria for admis-
sion that effectively discriminate against certain students. Voucher-redeeming schools may, for
example, exclude students with learning disabilities or other special needs.

. To the extent that private school tuition exceeds the amount provided by the voucher, students
whose families do not have the financial means to make up the difference will not ‘be able to partici-
pate.

. Private schools may be less likely to locate in poor neighborhoods.

. Private schools may be unable to accommodate transfer students because of limited space and/or
insufficient number of teachers.

Impact on Students Remaining in Public Schools. Proposition 38 may significantly impact California’s
public schools and their ability to serve the students that remain within the public school system. To
the extent voucher-redeeming schools exclude students in need of special education and other high cost
services, the average per student cost, but not necessarily funding, for public education will increase.

Impact of Limited Standards. Proposition 38’s lack of standards and accountability raises questions
about whether a voucher system will serve to advance or undermine the state’s efforts to improve the
quality of education that it funds. The research on the efficacy of school voucher programs in improv-
ing academic performance is inconclusive. In the case of the Milwaukee Parental Choice Program, it has
been difficult to evaluate the effects of the program because participating private schools either do not
administer the same standardized tests that the public schools administer or do not test their students at
all.»s

Evaluations of choice programs, including the Milwaukee Parental Choice Program, find either no
difference between the scores of students in the public schools and those in the choice programs or
slightly, but statistically significant, higher scores for participating pupils.’®

Delaine McCullough prepared this Bri ef with the assistance of Jean Ross. The California Budget Project (CBP) was founded in 1994 to
provide Californians with a source of timely, objective and accessible expertise on state fiscal and economic policy issues. The CBP
engages in independent fiscal and policy analysis and public education with the goal of improving public policies affecting the economic
and social well-being of low and middle income Californians. Support for the CBP comes from foundation grants, publications and
individual contributions. The CBP neither supports nor opposes Proposition 38.
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APPENDIX A

Methodology
CBP made the following assumptions in developing the fiscal estimates discussed in this Brief.

Cost of Vouchers. The cost was assumed to equal the number of students who use vouchers multiplied
by the greater of either $4,000; one-half of per pupil spending under current law; or one-half of the
NASFG. The cost for vouchers includes both public school students who transfer to private schools and
students currently enrolled in private schools.

School Funding Guarantee. As long as public school spending is determined by Proposition 98, the
state’s ability to fully reduce funding in response to declining enrollment is limited by a “hold harm-
less” provision of the current funding guarantee. In brief, the current guarantee includes an annual
adjustment factor that reflects inflation and changes in enrollment. However, the enrollment factor is
only adjusted downward (i.e., is only a negative number) after enroliment has fallen for three consecu-
tive years. This provision could limit the state’s ability to achieve savings in the initial years after the
passage of Proposition 38 and prior to the enactment of the new NASFG.

Public School Savings. CBP estimates that a district could reduce its costs by an amount equal to 50
percent of current operating expenses. For the purpose of this analysis, operating costs are defined as
the day-to-day costs for providing education in the public schools, including teacher and adrninistrative
staff salaries and benefits, books and supplies, and janitorial services. Operating costs do not include
facility construction, heavy maintenance, or debt service. CBP used Proposition 98 per pupil spending,
which excludes capital costs, as a proxy for operating costs. CBP also considered an alternative scenario
that assumes that districts are able to reduce operating costs by 75 percent of current spending levels.

Finally, CBP estimated the total impact of Proposition 38 by subtracting the total cost of the vouchers

from the total savings in public school funding.’” CBP prepared estimates for the initiative’s fiscal
impacts both under the current Proposition 98 funding guarantee and under the new NASFG.®

10
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