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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 Benign0 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.

Sincerely,

MARDI WORMHOUDT, Supervisor
Third District

MW:ted
Attachments

cc: Benign0 Delgado, NO on Proposition 38 Campaign
County Counsel
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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 l'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 voucher 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
abiiity; 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, Proposition 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:

DISTRIBUTION: NO on Proposition 38
County Counsel

2184196
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To: Santa Cruz County Board of Supervisors
From: Benign0 Delgado

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

Honorable County Board of Supervisors of Santa Cruz County:

I 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.

I have attached fact sheets, an endorsement form and a sample resolution against

proposition 38. Please contac:t  me if you need f&ther information or visit our web page at

www. NoOnProposition38.com.  I can gake myself accessible for presentations or

informal meetings. Thank you in advance for your time and effort on the issue.

Benign0 Delgado
Field Organizer, Santa Crux imnd  Monterey County :,
(831) 425-1131
(83 1) 425-0821 (fk)
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THE “DRAPER VOUCHER INITIATIVE”

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

“A big detour in the wrong direction.”
- California Governor Gray Davis

What’s wrong with Prop 38?

mAbandons Neighborhood Schools
Not one penny of the billions sper’t  on the Draper Voucher Initiative will be used to make
our children’s schools better.

aProvides 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.

liZJAIl ows 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. ,

uVOTE NO ON PROP 38,.. another
expensive experiment our children can‘t afford 1

-
NO On 38 l kl0 J Street, Suite 110 Sacramento. CA 95814

Phone 916.442.4405  Fax 916.442.4512 www.Nov

AU& 2000
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lbIX.WUCAN  liSSOCIATXON OF thVEK9k-l-r WOMEN

kbEUXCANcIWL~B==SUNI~NOe

souTHmRN cALxP0RNIA
AMERXCAN JIIWSH CONGRESS

AMENCAN JEWISH ‘COMMII-~,  : RVINE
AMERXCANS POR DW~CRATIC AL.~oN- So. CAL

AmmmuusU~rre~ PORSEPARATIONOP
CHUKH&STATB-NATIONAL~AFITX
AMEIWANSUN~~~DFJ~~SEPAIUL'~ONOP

CI-ML~~~STATB-&SANGELES
AMEBICANS  UMTBD POR S~AR~~ON op

Crrwncn SK STATS QCRAIWNTO
AMEXUCANS UNklXD FOR SEPARM-ION  OF
Cawncs a L%AT6 - SAN DIEGO

A~ERICANSUN~~BD]PORSEPARA~IONOP
fihJRCH dc SzAr& SAN Fa~~~lrl 00 VAtLaY

h5BIUCANSUNrreDPORSEPAWTIONOF
CHURCH&STATE-SANPRAN&S  :o *

AA!LlL MIm- AuaANclg ,?omANA
AN~-DEP~~MII~oNL.~~AG~
Asso~IATIoNoPCIIIIPORN~S~~OOL

ADMYNISTllAr0U.S

As~~~~~~NoPCALIFORN~AU~S~OO~.
DSTRKlYi
hMX&dPLOyEeskWCXATION,'~ShGELEs
BROTHERHOOD CRUMDB-I.OSANGMES
,caIPoBNYA AssoctinoN OF PBo~sIoNAL
SCIENTISTS
cALIX’ORNIA,&SOCYATlON On SCltlOOL BUSINESS

OPPrClAls

CALWORNIA  BUSINESS ALLUNCS
cAk.KPOlZMACOMMON(IAUSE

~~PORNU~O~Cn.POR~NVl"JDNMEKFALAND
~ONOMXC &%IANCB

CALI~OENUBUSINESS  ROUNDTATWI
CALXPORNIA  COUNTY SUPEXIXNTPNDENTS
EDW&TIONAL SBRVWES ASSO~LWION
CALIFORNIA FACULA ASSOCIATION
C~PORNIAFBDB~~~N~PT~*~H~~~
~POUNIAbBOR~~~TION
CALIFORNIA NURSES AasocunoN

CAUFOkNkA  bOFBSSkONAL  Fkmzmm’ms
G~JP~RNIA~TEACH~~A~SOCIATION
C~L~PORN~ASC~~~BOA~DSA~SOCULT~ON
c;ALIpomikA  SCHOOL ENLPUXIIE~ ASSOCJATION
fh.momn~ SPBWH-LANGUAGE.HWUNG

ASSOCYA~~ON
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C~~O~USTA~.BOARDOFEDW~~IYON

CAUFO~IAS'CAEE~~PLOYEESASSOCEAT~ON
CAUFOBNIA STA’IB PTA
CALIPO~  TEACHESS  ASSOClA~ON
&VXltAL  T.J BOR ~UNCXI.,  MLcIo OP %‘I
BWWUDIN 3 AND R~ERs~~ COUN~ES

CENTRAL Racovaar & DEVE.LOPMENT PRDJECT

(%l,DBEN’S .bVOCACY ~NSTXTUTk3
Cm OF HAWAXXAN GARDBNS

CITY OP SAN FEUNANDO
COMIrk  Da PADRJ3 UNIDOS

cOMMUNXCA’lTONS  WOK~LYIES OF kblE3W.A LioCAL

9100
CONGB~~SOPCALIFOILNIASENXOBS
DELTA KAPPA GAMMA HONORARY TEACH&
SOCXSTYhlZRNATIONAL

FACULTYAS~~~~A~~~V~PCAUP~~

coMMvNIzy coI#x.EGEs

FB.MNOS COMM~E ON LEGISYAWON
IiAMssAH
HOUSCNG CONSERVATION L DEVELOPMENY/ SAN

FRANCIS~O
HOWARD  $UtVIS %.XFAYERS  ~SOCXATION
bmI~it.WT~GAL &SOWRCBcENTER/!k'I
FRANCISCO

hIlA%ECH CULW ARTS CENTER, oXI+WtD
JJZWIS~COMMUNI lY h.IATIONS  COVNCYtiSAN

PxtANcIsco
JwsrrrnM~~INSmu~~
LMVYERSCOMMrrraEPORCrvn.kGHTS

]Los hGWE9 fk=YuCAN  bmucm WOMEN’S  PAC
b.AGU~OPWOMf3NV6TEiSOP~~ORNU
NATXONAL AssocwnoN OP SECONDARY SCHOOL
~NCIPAU
NATIONAL ‘:OUNCXL OP JEWISH WOMEN-
CALYFOKNYA
NAnoNAL  PARENT TEACHFZRASSOCIATION
NEW FRONTIBR Dmocnmc CLUB, Jms ANGEUS
OMLAWJ A~.uAN~ op BUCK EDUC.+TOR~
O-D EDuCA~ON &soc~no~
P~CBOPFICEllSLtBSEABSW~SOCIA~ONOF~
PeopLB FOR THE k!,MBIUCAN  WAY
PROJB~~FRE~DOMOPRJXJIXON
RONALDFLBROWN  DEMOC~TICCLUB
WonxMAN's CIRCLE
S~R~~~EE.~LOYBESINTEX.N~'~ONALUNION

UNITAnIAN UNIVERSUSTASSOf2IA'i-lONOP

CONGREGATXONS
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n WORRW?&CIRCLE l UNITED FARM WORKHIS OF AMERICA AFYPCIO
. .Se~vrc~ EMPUIYBIS INTEBNATIONAL  UNXON l UNITED T~CHERS Los hm3.m
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GOVERNOR  GRAY DAVJS

LXEUIENANT GOVERNOR CRUZ ~~~MANTE

SUP~Wl'EJ'4D~OPP~L~C h.XltUCTlON

DEUE EUTIN
CONGIUISSMAN  JOE BACA
CONGREWUN  HOWARD  L. BERMAN _
CONGRBSSMAN JULUN  C. DIXOV
CONGBBSSMAN Bob Frwea
CONGRBSSMAN MEL JAVIN~ (F&nae~)

CONGBBSSWOWIN  Lucuaz R~~AL-A~~D
cONGRE+AN HENRY A w-
SENATOI~DONPEEATA

SENATOR NELLSOTO

ASSEIWLY SPEAKER ROBERT M. I%IRTZBE~G
Assm~m SPEAKETR PRO TEM FUD KEELEY
ASSEMBLXMEMB~R  ELAINE Wrix~A~~t.ns~
ASSRMSL- DION ARONFR
ASSWBLXMEMBERAUDIE  Bocx
ASSEMBIXMZMB=  TOP-X CALDET!  -N
AsSmhIBL~BeRT6NY CAnDK  ds
ASSEMBLYMEMZBaa Dmmrfs Chu ~0x4
ASSBMBIXMEMEER lk.m CORNIT
ASSBMBLYMEMB~~ GIL CEDKILO

A!iSsMBLyMEMBElh h&RN CORBETI’

AssaMBLYMmuBEB Low c0RB.u

ASSWBLYMEMBER SUSAN  DAVIS *

ASSBMBLYMEMBER DENISE Moma10 Dumw

ASWMBLXMBMBE~~ JOHN DUTRA

AWIMRLYMBMBZ&~AXOFIREBAUGH

‘A~SEMRLM~~MB~~  DEAN FLOREZ
kWXMBL- RKXiARD  ~LCYD

AsSEMBLYbfRMB hk AULTIN GAUBGOS

. AssI~MBLKM~BERSWYH~V~UZ
” ASSEMBLXMEMBER Mrge HONDA
. k?MBLXMEMBER HANN.UX-BEI%I  JACR~ON
I A.ssEMBLYMB~~BERWALLY~OX  -
. &XX.MBLYMEMBERSH~~ JAM& &xHL
. ASS~MBLXMEMBBR  TED~MPERT
. ASSBMM.XIY~MBBBJOHN~N~~~L~,B
. ASSBMBLY?dBMBERAlAN]LOWENTHAL
. ASSEMBLYMEMBER MIKE MACHADO
. AW.MBLVMEIUEXRABEL.~~NADO
I k%3MBLYlUWB~R&RRYb'kZONI
. Ass~L~~EMBEIICARO~M~DI~N
. A~SEMIILYM~M~ERG~ORGENAWNO
. Assim~YhIEMBERtiUPAPAN
I ASSEMBLVMEMBERANTHOW PescETn
. ASS~MBLYMEHBER%RAhkYWES
. ASSEMBXXTGWBERG~~  Ro~mo
I A.SSl!XRLYMEMBBRJACX%YIT
1 AssBMBL~~~ERRICBV~NSHBLLBY
. ASSEMBX,YME.MBER DARRELL Smmac
. ASSEML\WW.ME~VIRGINLA  STROM-MARTIN
. ASSBWXYMFMB~RHELENTHOYSON
. ASSWBLWEMBER  TOM TORU~~ON
I ASSEMBLYhIEMBERANZ'oNIo  RVILURAIGO~A
. ASSEMBLYMEMBER~WARDVINCENT
L ASSEkBLYMEMBBR CARL WASHNGTON
. ASSEMBLYMEMBER HowmnW~me
. ASSEMBLYMl!MBERHBRB~~~N
. ASSEZ~BL~ERPATRICIA  Wmmrs
. ASSEMBI,W&MBERSCOlTwlLDMAN
. A~~EMBX.YPAEMRERRODERICK  Wmxrr

MADOLYN Acmom COTJNCI~IBEP,  Crrr OF DALY CITY
h&t L. &‘JDBRSON, COUNCtLhlEMBI?& CITY OP RItioND

JUAN AWMBIKA, SUPERVISOR, Gown OF FRESNO

SANDY ~ONADO, CUUaBMONT CITY COUNCIL

NAm BATES, COuNClLMmMBEl&CIlYOPkCHMOND

HAIUUET  BBQK,  BQARDMEMBBR,~CHXNO  VALLIN  UNIP~D  SCYXOOL Drsmm
GARY Beu, COUNCUNFBWJ~,  Cm :JF RICHMOND
YVONNB  Bnwmwara  BURKE+  SUPERVISOR, Cou~n OF Xm ANGELES
MAYOR Wumz  L BROWN.  JR, SAN P~~~crsco
bbRu.N htow~,  ~A~MEMBER,  !%w BJZSWANXNO CITY UNWtBD SCHOLL DISTRICT

LUPE A CABRBRA,  COUNC~X,M~BR  4n~ Pm MAYOR,  J%WAIIAN  GARDENS

&XTi%  CARSON, sUPERVlSOI& &.AMtDA  COUNTY
bkTORIA CASTRO, BOMfD hf~l#BEe, LOS hJGELES UNXFIED SCHO?L DISTRICT

HIKTOR A CKSACON,  BQARD MENBY  x, MO~EUO  UNIPXED SCHOOL DISTRICT
LEONARD CHAIDEZ,  MAYOR, CITY 0.. HAWAXXAN  GARDENS

w~C~,PB]ESXDEN'I;~ACOUNrYBOARDOPSUPBRMSORS
~CO~~,s~PAHENTO<=OUN1Y~OPSUPBRYISORS
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Torn’ COO& ~TttICT coOIt.tmAT@~,  &smBLYWEMB ER AUDIE &K’S OPPICE

SmumDxm, Miycm, CITY OP EEKKE~

ROGER DICTSON, SACXIAIUENTO  COUNTY Boom OP SUPERYISORS
Jmuw Hues, !~AN BERNAD~O Couu m SUPERVISOR
KAREN LEONG FENTON, SCHWL BOARD Tnumz, WET Cow COSTA Umm SCHOOL Drmucr
M~CEFEUBII,C~~~COUN- slar, Los ANGELES
BIAN~A M. FIGUEROA,  COUNCIL~~~J~,  e&, CITY OP SOUTH EL MONTS
ELDA Fommwr, FIRST-TIME DAYS ae

DOLORES GALILEGOS, VwxA4~~oxt, (, m OP HANFORD

GARTH B. C;AMNBR,  b’hon, Cm os Prco ~‘BRA

JACKIE GOLDBERG, Couwxmm=& Cm 0~ Los ANGELIC

VIRGINIA GWRROU, %fAYoa, CI’IT OR PORTERWLLE

jnbl &U-IN, bs hGELES CITY ATTORNEY
LAUREN HAMMOND, VICE-tiyoh CTY op S~cmwwro

RICHARD HOLOBE& ‘IhwmeE, SAN MATSO COUNTY Comfmm COUEGB DISTRICT -
BILL Hmnrcx, BOARD&~~BER, CORONA Nonco UNTP~ED SCHOOL DISTRICT
JOHN HC~MAN, COUNC~LMBMB Ea, CITY  OF WEST HouxwooD
MARY HEENANDEZ,  Ptust~em, Bo -9 OP EDUCATION, SAN PRANCISCO

3ROGER HERNANDBZ, &WING B ARD MEMBER, Rouu~~ UNIPIED SCHOOL DI~T&T

NATE HOLDEN, COUNCILMEMB ER, CtlY OF hs ANGeLs

DAVB JONES Cowak.aa~nrsa~, Snc~: MLENTO CITY COUNCIL

KATHY KINLEY, BOARD Meamq Ch APPEY JT. UNION HIGH Scwoo~ Dwrmn

JULIE KORWSTEIN, BONLO MEMBER, i.os ANGELES UNIPI~D SCHOOL Dmmcr
PAUL Kowxq Cowcnhfti~~& 0% x OP Wesr HOLLYWOOD, DEMO CANDIDATE FOR ASSEMBLY
LARRY LOGSDON, PRES~)ENT) PALME UE Sc~oo~~Dm~~cr
JESSE hf. LIJERA, COUNCI-ER, Cm OF NORWALIK
VICTOR ~Pl?!Z, hhYOR, c&l-V OR ORANGE COVE

ANTHONY Mmclmnq MAYOR I%wTm, CllY OP DEIANO
G~OGIA MERGER, PREIDENT, BOARD op Tm~srms, Los ~IGIZRS Conmw~m COLLEGE DISTRICT
CINDY MPCIKOW~KI,  COLINC~.WOMAN, C2-m OF Los ANGELES

NAF Mmw, Cm CO~NCIL~ER, OAKLAND

JESS ORTIZ,  MAYOR, Crrr oe ARVIN
Ate* hlW.A,  CITT tiUNC~hfBlLI,  hXi  ANGELES

HE CHRISTIAN  %~k.w,  ~aecroa,  hAMEDA-~NTR.A  COSTA TRANSIT Dmcr
MIND& Lams MN, COUN~XIHEMBFLR, Crrr OF RKXMOND

H-Y PeRleA, COUN-BB, Ct ‘Y OP FRESNO
%v~ ~II~IP~,‘COMMISSIONER,  SAh FRANCISCO BQARD or hXlCA’t’lON

Jappnev pahlu~, h%roa, CITY OP W ;ST HOLLYWOOD
!!&BVB hBMINGER,  &MA,  &N‘~A &%.R& COUNTY DEMOCRNIC  P-m
TRINIDAD RODRIGLIEZ,  MAYOR, CITY OP KERNAN
MIIZ ROTKIN, COUNCILMEMB ER, CITY OP SANTA  CRUZ
WAYNX  R~HLE,  BOARDMEMBEB,  FONTANA UNIPIBD SCHOOL Drsmcr
PHYLLIS J. Ru-rmmom VICE PRESENT,  AuuMsiu  BOARD OP Erwxno~
JOSEPH H. *6Jo~“S~  ZLPSON, Cou~cr-El& CITY OP RIALTO

Btn-m J. Scnu~ne, Cou~c~~.wo~,  CITY OF HAWAIIAN GARDENS
DAN SreGar,  hf?SlDXN’f, OAIFLAND UNII’IBD SCHOOL DISTRKI =ARD op bUCATION
hIlAP TAPOYA, %-M-E-, BA”-RRSQIELD CITY SCEiOOL DISTRICT

Jr.mrm VW, Mmoa, CITY OP SAN BERNADINO
fiTA WATER?, Cll-Y COUNCIUdEMB’@R,  bS &GELES

DANNY WON, Dm~cron,  EAST BAT MJNICIRAL Unwry Dts.1~1c-r
BEN WONG, MAYOR PRO-TEM, Wwf COVINA
CAPRICE YOLlNG, khXm=, ]Los ANr; ‘.~es Cm SCHOOL Bow
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COIUIVAALAICCON,PBESIDSWZ, Waw~  AJWANCINGTHE  VALLEY TEIROWG~EDUCATIONECONOMICSAN~DEHPOWEIWWT
MRKAM AFMYIWNG, P~ESIDWUT, L JOUSING CONSERVATION L DEVELOPMENT, SAN FRANCISCO.
BOBBIE  J&w ANDX~SON,  CX+AIR,  47 _1 AD COMMITIZE
DANNY  BAKEWEL.L,~LS~~~,  Bllr T~E~~~ODCRU~ADH,LOSANGISLBS
DAWD BROWN, Duuxro~,  JMH ~.!ONSULTING
JIM B. CIARKE,  Ex~currv~  DXRE~X 6& AME~LICANS  POK DEMOCRKTIC  ACTION, So CA~IPORNIA  CHAPTER
ROBBRTO DELI  ROSA,- *chaecToa, OIA RAZA, INC.

LAURENE  DOM~NGUEZ,  DIRECTOR,  CO?~MIJNITY Fkuows  PROGUAM,  JUSTICE  m-n-T&s II&~WI’X
ROWU>FO RUDY FAVILA,  CANDIDATE  POT CONGRESS, MONTCLAIR

G~~IANO  Gaaz, hIAND Enc~- HISPANIC  NEWS

D’EZVIANUEL  GROSSE, SFL,  ]BAY  AREA Dz.~ocxwrx  CLUB
&liTA GUTIERRKZ, FIELD b.PRESENTATNl$  ~~&!Y&L;X%~E~LBE~  JOHN hNw1LLE
CATHEI~I[NB  IYLUW, CWUR,  PUBLIC FAC~TIES  COMMISSION, Wwr HOLLYWOOD
JacHmu,LosANG~Cm A~ORNEY
LBEI-U-, PARTN~DELLUMS,  BRAIJER, X-XALTEBMAN  k ASSOCIATES
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OFFICIAL ENDORSEMENT

NO ON PROP 38
You 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:

0 Please list my nanie as an intiividual  member Cl Please list my organization as a member of the
of the NO on Vouchers 2007 campaign. NO on Fouchers  2000 campaign.

Name (print) Title,..

Company or mization Name / Em@ ver

Mail&g Address _ Suite #

City d state _ Zip’

Phone, Fax e-mail

Signature Date “’

No on Vouchers 2000 is a broad-kissed coaiition working together to defeat the Draper Voucher Imitiativ~

I can help in the following ways,
0 Distribute campaign information through house meetings,

small groups

a Be,part  of our Speakers Bureau -WC till provide training

0 Sign a letter-to-the-editor - we will help with the writing

0 Recruit  volunteers for phone banks and precinct walks

0 Send letto,  8, e-mails or call employees/members/others
- we wili work with your organization to provide
written materials for you to use

0 Place a newsletter article in your publication -we will
work with your editor

Cl Place lawn signs, distribute campaign signs

q Other

Cl Please fax me updates 0 Please e-mail me updates

Organiiation  Information:

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

When does your group/organization meet !text? Can WC send in a ca.q&gn  rqxesentative:

Contact name for endorsements: Contact phone number:

Contact name for political/grassroots activities: Contaot  phone nunxber:
I

Does your group have a newsletter? YES -NO -When is it issued?

Can we Ii&put up info on 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 c/o United Educators of San Francisco

4 .32
655-14&  Street
San Francisco, CA 94114
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RESOLUTION XIV OPPOSITION TO PROPOSITION 38
THE SCHOOL VOUCHER INITIATIVE

WHEREAS, Rap. 38 will appear  on the Novembef  7,2000 genera! el&.hn ballot;

WHEREAS, Prop. 38 would us2 public funds to provide $4000 vouchers for private and
religious schools;

WHERIZAS,  Prop. 38 gives !WC~OO  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 a loss of critical funds for that
neighborhood public school - that means fewer textbooks, computers and supplies;

wXCF,REAS,  voucher schools P ill be essentially unregulated - voucher school operators are not
required to have training, creder :tials  or experience in educating chiJ.dren,  and voucher
schoolteachers are not required 10 have a teaching credential or a college degree;

WHEREAS, voucher schools are nut accountable to taxpayers - although 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; r

’WHEREXS, voucher schools, I ,ot 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; s

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,bu.reaucracies  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 cuts in vital services;

THEREFOIRE, BE IT RESOLVED that the
OPPOSES Proposition 38, the ; <chool  voucher initiative.

ADOPTED THIS ‘r9ay of ,200o.

July 13,200O 82
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A u g u s t  2 0 0 0

ARE VOUCHERS  THE WAY TO IMPROVE
CALIFORNIA’S  SCHOOLS?

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:

l 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.

l 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, FIorida,  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, Emits  eligibility to Milwau-
kee Public School (MIPS)  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.*

92111th St., Ste. 502 0 Sacramento, CA 95814-2820
(916) 444-0500 . FAX (916) 444-0172



How WOULD PROPOSITION 38’s VOUCHER SYSTEM WORK? 0313

Administrution.  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 chi1dren currently attending private schools would be eligible for vouchers, as we11 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.

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 Genera1 Fund.

Finunce. Under current law, the spending guarantee created by Proposition 98 of 1988 establishes a
minimum funding level for public education .3 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 .4 Proposition 38 also includes a new school spending guarantee that would repIace
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 (i. . .
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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.

Financid  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-B  percent of California’s students in grades K-12 attended private schools5  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.6 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

nt,s who transfer will depend on both parents’ desire to have their children attend a private
1 3
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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.

Percentage of Translates into this Transfers as a
public school number of public percentage of
students who school students 1999-00 private

transfer who transfer school enrollment

5

10

15

20

295,184

578,899

854,730

I 1,125,802 I

46%

90%

133%

176%

Number of additional
private school slots

needed to
accommodate

potential transfers

263,144

546,859

822,690

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-O0.7  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 year8  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.9

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

4
32



0316

classified personnel, capital outlay, and administrative expenses.” In other areas, schools wil.I 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

operating Expenses
8%

Books and Supplies
5%

Employee Benefits
16% -

Certiicated  Salaries
50%

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.12  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.

Percent of
public school
students who

transfer

Each elementary
school (K-6) in the
state would have
this number of

transfers in each
g r a d e

Each middle school Each high school
(7-8)  in the state (9-12) in the state
would have this would have this

number of transfers number of transfers
in each grade in each grade

72 I 70

Limits on public schools’ ability to reduce costs in response to falling enrollment are largely related to
t that student transfers wiI.l 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
~cho01s.*~  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 enrollment 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 DOES PROPOSITION 38 AFFECT STATE FUNDING FOR EDUCATION AND 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 enrollment declines.I

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).14

- -

I Percent of public school Additional cost of K-12 education
students assumed to in 2004-05 assuming Proposition

transfer to private schools 98 remains operative

5 $2.3 billion

10 $2.9 billion

15 $3.5 billion

20 $4.2 billion

Additional cost of K-12 education
in 2004-05 assuming NASFG

becomes operative in 2003-04

$3.5 billion

$3.9 billion

$4.3 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

Year
Estimated public
school savings Cost of vouchers

Net additional cost for
K-l 2 education*

2001-02 $371 million $787 million

2002-03 $673 million $2.3 billion

2003-04 $2.1 billion $5.1 billion

2004-05 $2.2 billion $6.1 billion

2005-06 $2.3 billion $6.3 billion

*kt sum due to rounding. Assumes tit 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.

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 billion

10 $3.3 billion $6.0 billion $2.6 billion

15 $4.9 billion $7.4 billion $2.5 billion

20 $6.4 billion $8.8 billion $2.4 billion

Totals may rot sum due to rounding. Assumes public sct~ok 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
1 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-

I 2001-02 I 2004-05

Vouchers for current private school
students

Vouchers for public school transfers

Total Cost for Vouchers

Public school savings

Net Costs for Vouchers

Administration

$0
$787 million

$787 million

$371 million

$4 16 million

$3.2 billion

$2.9 billion

$6. f billion

$2.2 billion

$3.9 billion

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, chiM care,
adult education Unknown

I Unknown loss of funds,
potentially in the hundreds of

Federal education orourams 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
32



.

0320

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 enrollment. However, some
parents’ access to private schools may be limited due to the following considerations:

l 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.

l 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.

l 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.
l I’rivate  schools may be unable to accommodate transfer students because of limited space and/or

insufficient number of teachers.

Impact on Students Remaining in PubZic 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.‘5

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 pupil~.~~

Delaine McCullough prepared this Brief with the assistance of Jean Ross. The Califamia  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. Eie CBP
engages in inakpendent fiscal and policy analysis and public education with the goal of improving public policies aficting the economic
and so&l 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.

SchooZ’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 enrollment has fallen for three consecu-
tive years. This provision could limit the state’s abiIity 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. CBI? 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.I7 CBP prepared estimates for the initiative’s fiscal
impacts both under the current Proposition 98 funding guarantee and under the new NASFGJ8
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